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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
1. The Problem of the Dissertation 
The probelm or this dissertation is Paul's weakness 
as a polemical issue in II Cor. 10-13. The present writer 
concentrates his study of the idea of weakness on II Cor. 1o-
13 tor three reasons. First, the conception of weakness in 
II Cor. 10-13 is unique in the New Testament. Here, aoeeveta 
becomes the basic issue of Paul's polemical debate, allowing 
him to draw tar-reaching theological implications from his 
"weakness 11 as seen nowhere else. Secondly, O:.oeeve ta in II 
Cor. 10-13 is a theological issue debated by two parties. 
What Paul thinks is brought forward in contrast to his oppo-
nents' contention. Thirdly, Paul speaks of weakness in per-
sonal terms and refers to the events and experiences in his 
own life. He is not concerned with the theological ramifica-
tion of human weakness in general, but specifically expounds 
his weakness as a mark of apostleship. 
2. Definitions 
In order to emphasize the primitive enthusiastic 
spiritualism to which Christianity at Corinth belonged when 
the Corinthian correspondence was written, the German term 
"Pneumatikertum 11 is retained. An English equivalent, 
1 
2 
"spiritualism," does not seem to convey the aspect of Chris-
tianity at Corinth which is to be distinguished from the 
quietistic-pietistic connotation which the term "spiritualism" 
has acquired in the subsequent history of Christianity. Ac-
cordingly, the adjective "pneumatic" is used which is the 
anglicized form of the German ••pneumatisch. u 
In the course of the present investigation, the term 
"gnostic .. is frequently used in reference to the religious 
tendencies which prevailed 1n Christianity at Corinth. This 
does not necessarily presuppose that there was in Corinth the 
gnostic mythology and theology which came to full development 
in Gnosticism of the second century .A. D. The term "gnostic" 
is used primarily to designate such religious characteristics 
as evident in I Cor. 8:1: "we know that 'all of us possess 
knOWledge I • n1 
3. Limitations 
The religio-historical background of the idea of weak-
ness, perhaps interesting in itself, does not essentially affect 
the polemical debate between Paul and his opponents in II Cor. 
10-13, and for this reason its discussion is kept to a minimum. 
The idea of weakness in II Cor. 10-13 will have to be deter-
mined in its immediate context, in the Corinthian situation 
1cf. John Coolidge Hurd, Jr., The Origin of I Cor-
t;in!chian§ (N.Y.: Seabury Press, 1965), p. 167; c. K. Barrett, 
Things Sacrificed to Idols," N. T, s. 11(1964), 149-51. 
3 
itself. A glimpse of.the idea of weakness in antiquity is 
readily accessible through the aid of dictionaries and con-
cordances now available. 
dcreeveta and its derivatives appear throughout the 
New Testament. The usage in the Gospels and Acts, where they 
designate mostly sickness or infirmity, 1 is in conformity with 
the usage 1n a wide range of the literature of antiquity. In 
Romans and Hebrews, &creeveta refers to the nature of man. 
The &creeveta of man is presented in contrast to, or with the 
presupposition of, the efficacy of Christ.2 Its basic frame 
of reference is anthropological. This anthropological idea 
of weakness will be noted where relevant in the course of this 
investigation, but such notation will be kept to a minimum. 
As has been already stated, dcreeveta in II Cor. 10-13 is 
unique in that it becomes the polemical issue. This is to say, 
it becomes christologically significant. It is on this aspect 
that the present investigation is focused. 
4. Previous Research in the Field 
A great era in the history of New Testament research 
1A notable exception is Mk:. 14:38 (= Mt. 26:41). 
2The use of dcreeveta in the Gospels and Acts also 
presupposes the efficacy of Jesus Christ in its larger con-
text, since Jesus' healing of the sick is a prominent part of 
the kerygma. 
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began with Ferdinand Christian Baur's hypothesis 1 concerning 
the history of primitive Christianity, for which Paul's po-
lemical debate in II Cor. 10-13 provided one of the key evi-
dences.2 Baur'a reconstruction of the Corinthian situation 
has been advocated, modified or challenged in a century of 
diligent and indefatigable New Testament scholarship.3 It is 
important to note, however, that the basic Frasestelluns4 from 
which Baur viewed the Corinthian correspondence has not only 
survived but still is very much alive today.S This is evident 
in the publications in which attempts are made, in part or as 
a whole, to reconstruct the nature and tenets of the Corinthian 
1see Stephen o. Neill, The Intetpretation of the New 
Testament 1861-1961 (London: Oxford University Press, 1964), 
pp. 19-28; Albert Schweitzer, Paul and His Interpreters, trans. 
W. Montgomery (Schocken Paperback id.; N. Y.: Schocken Books, 
1964), esp. pp. 12-21; werner G. K4mmel, Das Neue Testament , 
("Orbis Academicua" Bd. III; Fribupg/Mtfnchen: Karl Alber, 1958), 
PP• 154-64. 
2see Ferdiha'nd c. Baur, "Die Christuspartei in der 
korinthischln Geme1:ride.,," reprinted ·in Auasewllhlte Werke, I (hrsg. 
K. Scholder; Stuttgart: Friedrich Frommann, 1963), pp. 1-76. 
3For the history of research in this area, see Ernst 
Kifsemann, ttDie Legitimitllt des Apostels,u z. N. w., 41(1942), 
33-34; Walter Schmithals 1 Die Gnoais in Korinth (2. neu be-
arbeitete Aufl., "Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des 
Alten und Neuen Testaments," 66. Heft; G8ttingen: Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht, 1965), pp. 110-17· Dieter Georgi, Die Gesner des 
Paulus 1m 2. Korintherbrief ( l'Wissenschaftliche Monographien 
zum Alten und Neuen Testament," Bd. XI; Neukirchen~Vluyn: 
Neukirchener Verlag, 1964), pp. 7-24. 
4I. e., who the opponents of Paul were and what sig-
nificance they had in the history of the primitive church. 
5see Johannes Munck, Paul and the Salvation of Mankind, 
trans. Frank Clarke (Richmond: John Knox Preas, 1960}, pp. 69-
86. 
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theology and to determine the provenance of Paul's opponents 
in Corinth. 1 
In those investigations which attempt to solve the 
still unsettled Corinthian problems, the problem of Paul's 
weakness was certainly not neglected, but often treated as a 
peripheral part of the major problem, namely the clarification 
of the Corinthian agitation itself. Whatever attention it 
received was subordinated to the major purpose of reconstruct-
ing the Corinthian s1tuat1on.2 Accordingly, the polemical 
significance of Paul's weakness has not been pursued for its 
own sake. 
One of the significant contributions of Ernst KMsemann 
to New Testament research lies in his clear delineation of the 
issue at stake in II Cor. 10-13. One may point out two out-
standing observations he made relevant to the present 1nvesti-
1schm1thals, Gnosis.; Georgi Gesner.; Werner Bieder, 
"Paulus und seine Gagner in Kor1nth, r, Th. z., 17 (1961), 317-
33; Ulrich Wilckens, Weisheit und Torhe1t ( 11Beitrilge zur h1sto-
rischen Theologie," Bd. XXVI; Tdb1ngen: J. c. B. Mohr, 1959); 
Gerhard Friedrich, . 11D1e Gagner des Paulus 1m 2. Kor1ntherbrief, " 
in Abraham unser Vater Juden und Christen 1m Gesprilch Hber die · 
Bibel, Festschrift fdr Otto Michel, hrsg. Otto Betz, Martin 
Hengel und Peter Schmidt ( 11Arbe1 ten zur Gesch1chte des Spilt-judentums und Urchristentwas, 11 Vol. V; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 
1963), pp. 181-215; c. K. Barpett, ••cephas and Corinth," in 
Abraham unser Vater, pp. 1-12. 
2see the treatment of Paul's weakness in D. w. LHtgert, 
Fre1he1tspredigt und Schwarmge1ster in Kor1nth ("BeitrMge zur 
F8Merung christiicher Theologie," 12. Jahrgang, ·3. Heft; 
Gatersloch: c. Bertelsmann, 1908)~ Adolf Schlatter, Die 
kor1nthische Theol~ie ( 11Be1trRge zur F8rderung chriati'icher 
Theologie," 18. Ja gang, 2. Heft; Gfitel!'sloch: C. Bertelsmann, 
1914); Schmithals, Gnos1s, passim; Georgi, Gesner, passim. 
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gation. (1) He recognized the polemical significance of Paul's 
weakness. He writes: 11tfber die gegen Paulus in Korinth er-
hobenen .Anklagen belehren una die Stichworte der paulinischen 
Erwiderung. Unter ihnen rBckt zunichst das Thema der acreeveta 
in den Vordergrund."1 (2) Not only did he give due attention 
to weakness as one of the key themes2 in the polemical debate 
of II Cor. 10-13, but he also avoided the error of pursuing 
the topic of what Paul's weakness was.3 Rather, he contended 
that acreeveta is the characterization of Paul's apostleship 
which lacked pneumatic demonstrations. 4 .Accordingly, Klsemann 
asserted, behind the issue of acreeveta looms a more basic 
issue: the. legitimacy of Paul's apostleship.S 
Klsemann demonstrated convincingly that the ultimate 
issue in II Cor. 10-13 is the legitimacy of apostleship. It 
seems also firmly established that the acreevela issue in II 
1 Kisemann, ''Legitimitllt," p. 34. 
2B~sides acreeveta, K~semann takes up the ~e~pov ~ou 
and the signs of an apostle. 
3Many exegetes associated the "thorn in the flesh" 
(II Cor. 12:7) with Paul's acreeveta in II Cor. 10-13 through 
the mediation of oL' &aeeve,av ~~' crapx6' (Gal. 4:13) and 1n 
so doing attempted to surmize what sort of physical ailment 
Paul might have suffered. For various suggestions, see Hans 
Lietzmann, .An die Korinther I/II (uHandbuch zum Neuen Testa-
ment,u 9, 4. von w. G. kamme! erganzte .Aufl.; T~bingen: J. c. 
B. Mohrf 1949), pp. 156-57; Hans Windisch, Der zweite Korinther-
brief ( 'Kritisch-exegetischer Kommentar Hber das Neue Testa-
ment, 11 ~ • .Abt., 9 • .Aufl.; G8ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1924)1 pp. 285-88. 
4KHsemann, uLegitimitl:lt," P• 35. 5Ibid., P• 36. 
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Cor. 10-13 has to do with Paul's apostleship above all. In 
this investigation an attempt is made to gain a better under-
standing of that aspect of Paul's apostleship which was cha-
racterized by &aeevela. This entails an examination of the 
widely held opinion1 that aaeevela signified the deficiencies 
in Paul's pneumatic qualifications as an apostle. 
During the period of 1940 to 1966, to the writer's 
knowledge, there has been written no dissertation in which 
the problem of investigation is Paul's weakness in II Cor. 
10-13. Thomas Fahy discussed Paul's boasting and weakness2 
but his article has little to contribute to the problem as 
formulated above. Falling to recognize the fundamental issue 
of the Pauline polemic of II Cor. 10-13, i. e. the legitimacy 
of Paul;s apostleship, Fahy concludes that Paul's weakness 
meant the "ordinariness of human nature, taken in ita physi-
cal or moral aapect."3 
5. The Method of the Dissertation 
Paul's weakness will be investigated as the dominant 
polemical issue of II Cor. 10-13. The present investigation, 
·1 See pp. 3J, 135 n. 2 below. 
2 
"st. Paul's 'Boasting' and 'weaknesa',u The Irish 
Theological Quarterly, 31(1964), 214-27. 
3 I bid • , p • 223. 
-
8 
therefore, will be distinguished from the attemptsl to re-
construct Corinthian theology on the one hand and from motif-
2 
research in Pauline theology on the other hand. Naturally, 
in the Corinthian correspondence both Corinthian theology 
and Pauline theological themes come to expression over any 
given polemical issue. The weakness issue in II Cor. 10-13 
is no exception. In this sense, neither Corinthian theology 
nor Pauline motifs are to be neglected in this study, in so 
far as they are related to the weakness issue. However, it 
must be emphasized that the problem of the present investi-
gation is neither what the nature of Corinthian theology was 
nor how Paul solved the problem of his weakness in his own 
theological reflection, if he did at all. In this disserta-
tion an attempt is made to clarify Paul's weakness as an pole-
mical issue. This is to ask how the Corinthians expressed 
-
themselves as they took offense at Paul's weakness and how 
-
Paul employed theological motifs in order to defend his weak-
ness against them. Thus, the Pauline polemic becomes the 
basic perspective from which both Corinthian theology and 
Pauline theological motifs are examined. 
1E. g. Schmithals, Gnosis; and Georgi, Gesner. 
2E. g. Robert c. Tannehill, Dyins and Risins with 
Christ ("Beihefte zur z. N. w.," 32. Heft; Berlin: Tl:Jpelmann, 
1966); Erhardt GHttgemanns, Der.leidende Apostel und-sein 
Herr (nForschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und 
'NiU'en 'l'estamentes,u 90. Heft; G8tt1ngen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1966). 
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The present investigation will be developed in the 
following stages: the second and third chapters, the signi-
ficance of the weakness issue in the Corinthian correspondence 
and the frame of refe.rence in which it became a polemical 
issue; the fourth chapter, the Corinthian background of weak-
ness as a problematical issue; the fifth chapter, the assess-
ment of Paul's weakness according to the Corinthians; and, 
finally, the sixth and seventh chapters, Paul's defense of 
his weakness. 
CHAPTER II 
THE LITERARY PROBLEM OF II COR. 10-13 
AND THE IDEA OF WEAKNESS 
1. The Significance of the Literary Problem 
It has long been noticed and widely stated that the 
second letter to the Corinthians, as it is preserved in the 
New Testament, may be composite. 1 The problem concerning 
the integrity of the letter is important not only for its 
own sake, but for the decisive role it plays in a historical 
reconstruction of the events in Corinth during Paul's minis-
try. For the historical data in Acta offer at best only a 
vague historical frame and no clarification of the events 
which came to pass in Corinth during Paul's ministry.2 Yet 
his letters, especially his recollections in II Corinthians 
chapters 1,2 and 7, refer beyond doubt to the turbulent events 
which occurred after the sending of I Corinthians. For such 
events II Corinthians comprises the only historical data. 
1For literature see: Windisch, 2. Korinther, pp. 11-
21; Alfred Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on 
the Second istle·of St. Paul to the Corinthians ("The Inter-
national ritical Commentary.; Ed nburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1915), 
pp. xxii-xxxvi; Paul Feine and Johannes Behm, Introduction 
to the New Testament, trans. A. J. Mattill, Jr. (reed. w. G. 
Kdmmei, 14. rev. ed.; N. Y.: Abingdon Press, 1966), pp. 211-15. 
2John Knox, ChaEters in a Life of Paul (N. Y.: Abingdon 
Press, 1950), pp. 47-73. 
10 
11 
Thus the suspected composite nature of the letter and the 
historical references contained therein are deemed mutually 
suggestive and confirming. Each of the fragments or letters 
gleaned by literary critical investigation is paired to its 
corresponding S1tz 1m Leben which is reconstructed from the 
historical references embedded in II Corinthians itself. 
It is neither the purpose nor within the scope of 
the present dissertation to discuss thoroughly the numerous 
literary problems of II Corinthians. However, any historical 
investigation of II Cor. 10-13 must first of all take into 
consideration its relationship to the rest of II Corinthians. 
2. The Literary Problem of II Cor. 10-13 
The foremost literary problem of II Cor. 10-13 is 
the abrupt transition from the end of the 9th chapter to the 
10th. For this reason it has been argued that II Cor. 10-13 
is a Pauline fragment which originally did not belong, but 
later was assigned, to the place where it now standa.1 Adolf 
Hausrath proposed in 1870 that II Cor. 10-13 be identified 
with the severe letter mentioned in II Cor. 2:4,9;7:8. 2 This 
so-called 'V1erkapitel Hypothese' has found enthusiastic 
1To ascribe the abrupt transition to Paul's tempera-
ment, as exemplified in the conjecture of Lietzmann (Kor1nther, 
p. 139), is now largely discarded. 
2Adolf Hausrath, Dar Vier-Capitel-Br1ef des Paulus 
an die Korinther- (Heidelberg: Fr. Bassermann, 1870). 
12 
supporters among English speaking critics, 1 but has suffered 
long neglect in German scholarship in which it originated.2 
In 1956 Walter Schmithals revived it in a modified form. He 
maintained the result of the Vierkapitel-Hypothese as far as 
chapters10-13 were concerned, but proposed the considerable 
reevaluation of the historical problems surrounding it, as 
the title of his publication, Die Gnosis in Korinth,3 suggests. 
With the appearance of Die Vorseschichte des sosenannten 
Zweiten Korintherbriefes4 by G~nther Bornkamm in 1961, it 
seems to have found a firm support with additional arguments 
in its favor. With a keen form-critical insight into the 
composite nature of II Corinthians, Bornkamm contended that 
the warning against the false prophets and teachers was placed 
at the end of an early writing according to the customary 
practice discernible in the primitive Christian literature 
and that for this reason the compiler of II Corinthians placed 
. 1 
Plummer, op. cit., pp. xx1x-xxxvi; J. H. Kennedy, 
The Second and Third istles to the Corinthians (London: 
Methuen & Co., 190 ; Kirsopp Lake, The Earliest Epistles of 
St. Paul (2d ed.; London: Rivingston, 1914), pp. 1s4=64 • 
. 2windisch wrote in 1924: "In Deutschland ward sie in 
keiner 1Einleitung 1 und (mit Ausnahme von Sch.(Schmiedel]) 
von keinem Kommentator des II K. akzeptiert." Op. cit., p. 13. 
3 11Forschungen zur Religion und Liter~tur des Alten 
und Neuen.Testaments," 66. Heft (G8ttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1956). In the rest of the present investigation 
the 2. neu bearbeitete Auflage is refered to. 
411Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger Akademie der 
Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-historische Klasse," Jahrgang 
1961, 2. Abhandlung (Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1961). 
13 
the most problematic letter--now having lost its historical 
significance and the mind of the compiler being impressed 
by its tone of threat and warning--of the remaining Pauline 
correspondence at his disposal at the end of his work of com-
pilation.1 (I Corinthians had already circulated among 
churches by the time II Corinthians was compiled. 2 ) As for 
the Vierkapitel-Hypothese itself, the principal argument 
against it has been that in chapters 10-13 there is no refer-
ence to the agitation mentioned in chapters 2 and 7 and con-
veraeraely no reference to the content of chapters 10-13 in 
2 and 7• Bornkamm responds to the former that chapters 10-
13 may have been the moat important part, not the whole, of 
the severe letter,3 or the compiler later was no longer con-
cerned with the already finished affair in the earlier chap-
ters;4 for the latter objection Bornkamm answers that there 
is no necessary reason for Paul to mention the conflict, for 
{1) the content matter of chapters 10-13 is immediately con-
cerned with the agitation itself and {2) Paul may have been 
1Ibid., pp. 24-29. Bornkamm's contribution lies in 
that havins-Presented a plausible hypothesis concerning the 
editorial principle underlying II Corinthians he strengthened 
the case for ita composite nature. 
2Ibid., pp. 33-34 • 
........... 
3Thia notion is a common consensus among those who 
maintain II Cor. 10-13 to be separated from the rest of II 
Corinthians. 
4Bornkamm, Vorgeachichte, p. 19. 
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reluctant to touch the healing wound.1 The alternative his-
torical reconstruction based on the preservation of the lit-
erary sequence of II Corinthians, if not its integrity, seems 
less attractive than the Vierkapitel-Hypothese. It must as-
sume two severe uprisings in Corinth--II Cor. 2:4ff and II 
Cor. t0-13--within a period of no more than one and one-half 
months.2 Furthermore, it demands two complete reconciliations 
almost immediately following such uprisings, one as expressed 
in II Cor. 1-2 and 7, and the other clearly implied in Romans.3 
1Ibid. 
-
2E. g. Windisch, 2. Korinther, pp. 27-28. 
3If II Cor. 8 and 9 are regarded as separate frag-
ments, as many critics assume, they must be taken to imply 
the second reconciliation. The literary problem of chapters 
8 and 9 is not immediately concerned with that of II Cor. 10-
13. It suffices to say that they were in all probability 
written after chapters 1,2, and 7. See Bornkamm, Vor~eschi­
chte, pp. 31-32; Dieter Georgi, Die Geschichte der Ko lekte 
eras-Paulus ftfr Jerusalem ( "Theologische Forschungen, 11 38; 
Hamburg: Herbert Reich, 1955), pp. 56-79. For other·litera-
ture concerning the literary problem of chapters 8 and 9, 
see Windisch, 2. Korinther, pp. 20-21. The most recent at-
tempt to refute the Vierkapitel-Hypothese while retaining 
II Cor. 10-13 as a separate fragment is found in Richard Batey, 
"Paul's Interaction with the Corinthians," J, B. L., 84(1965), 
139-46. His argument for placing II Cor. 16-13 later than 
1-9 does not succeed: (1) he is not aware of the literary 
problem of 2:14-7:4, (2) II Cor. 12:17f does not mean that 
Titus had been accused, but exactly the opposite, namely, 
Paul confidently reminds the Corinthian congregation of Titus' 
behavior (of. Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 159), (3) II Cor. 7: 
13f may also be taken to imply that Titus was familiar with 
the Corinthian condition prior to his mission, (4) Batey's 
assessment of II Cor. 10-13 as Paul's refutation against the 
charge of misappropriation of funds (p. 141,145) lacks in-
sight into the nature of this fragment, for this charge was 
only a part of the more fundamental accusation, and (5) his 
attempt to eliminate Paul's painful visit is not convincing, 
15 
3. The Literary Problem of II Cor. 2:14-7:4 
It has also long been suspected that II Cor. 2:14-
, 
7:41 is a dislocated fragment, on the ground of the unbroken 
continuity from 2:13 to 7:5.2 Windisch argued convincingly 
cf. 2:1,12:14,13:1. For the recent attempt to defend the 
integrity of II Corinthians, see A. M. G. Stephenson, "Parti-
tion Theories on II Corinthians, '' in Studia Evangelic a · ( "Texte 
und Untersuchungen, 11 Bd. 87, Vol. II; Berlin: Akademie, 1964), 
pp. 639-46; w. H. Bates, "The Integrity of II Corinthians," 
N. T. s., 12(1965), 56-69• Both argue, similar to Batey's· 
contention, that Titus' visit to Corinth mentioned in II Cor. 
12:13f is his first, which enables them to contend that on 
the basis of II Cor. 12:18, II Cor. 10-13 was not the severe 
letter. Also Charles R. Buck, Jr., "The Collection for the 
Saints,n H. T. R., 43(1950), 6; Lindsey P. Pherigo, "Paul and 
the Corinthian Church, 11 J. B. L. , 68 ( 1 949) , 342, 344-48. How-
ever, it is not reasonably conceivable that Paul at the worst 
crisis of his Corinthian ministry entrusted the severe letter 
(now lost) and the ministry of reconciliation to one who was 
totally unfamiliar with the Corinthian situation. For the 
recent argument advocating Titus' previous visit, see Bornkamm, 
Vorseschichte, p. 9 and Georgi, Kollekte, p. 42. K~el 1 s 
defense of the integrity of II Corintliians is a negative argu-
ment, which calls to attention that "hypothetical reconstruc-
tions, even if they are well grounded, always leave open 
several possibilities corresponding to their hypothetical 
character." Feine and Behm, op. cit. p. 212. The question 
is which hypothesis, 'partition' or 'integrity', solves more 
difficulties than does the other. 
1Excapt 6:14-7:1, which in all probability did not 
belong to this fragment. Cf. Johannes Weiss, Earliest Chris-
tianity, trans. F. c. Grant (Harper Torchbook ed.; N. Y.: 
Harper, 1959), P~· 325-56; Schmithals, Gnosis, pp. 93-94; 
J. A. Fitzmyer, 'Qumran and the Interpolated Paragraph 2 Cor. 
614-7 1," c. B.·~·· 23(1961), 271-80; J. Gnilka, 112. Kor. 6, 
14-7,1 1m·Lichteer Qumranschriften und der 12 Patriarchan 
Testamente,n in Neutestamentliche Aufslitze, Festschrift fll.r 
J. Schmid, hrsg. J. Binzler, o. Kuss und F. Mussner (Regens-
burg: Friedrich Pustet, 1963), pp. 86-99. 
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that the sequence of the traditional text betrays the hand 
of a redactor.1 Nonetheless he gave no explanation for this 
dislocation. Though he considered it inexplicable,2 Bornkamm 
ventures a conjecture: the theological intention of the re-
dactor is to be thought responsible for this dislocation; 
for him the image of Paul reflected nothing of a struggling 
apostle but the true apostle of God, the authority to whom 
all churches must look up and by whom they were to be pro-
tected from false prophets and teachers of the end of time. 
According to Bornkamm, the compiler succeeded in expressing 
such an idealizing intention by interpolating a Pauline frag-
ment at the critical moment of Paul's Corinthian ministry.3 
As early as 1887 Georg Schnedermann tried to explain the 
puzzling transition, attributing it to the great Christian 
spirit of Paul who was able to write a hymn of thanksgiving 
1windisch rejected rightly the argument explaining 
the transition on the ground of Paul's psychological disposi-
tion. He reasoned (2. Korinther, p. 96) that the thanksgiv-
ing hymn of 2:14f would be intelligible only on the ground 
of Paul's joy expressed in 7:5f, not on his suffering in 2: 
12:f. According to him (2. Korinther, p. 224), (1) 7:5f must 
be assigned to the same occasion in which 2:5ff was written, 
since 2:5-11 presupposes the arrival of Titus, and (2) it is 
hardly conceivable that Paul broke off in the middle of his 
narrative and after a lengthy apology resumed it as suddenly 
and abruptly as he discontinued it. See also Halmel, op. cit., 
pp. 5-6. Following J. Weiss, Primitive Christianity, p. 357, 
Windisch concluded that 7:5-16 followed immediately 1:1-2:13. 
He is not decided whether 1:1-2:13,7:5-16 preceeded or fol-
lowed 2: 14ff. 
2
"Mehr 1st be1 dem Stand der irberlieferung nicht zu 
sagen. 11 Windisch, 2. Korinther, p. 225. 
3Bornkamm, Vorgesch1chte, p. 30. 
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(2:14f) and a lengthy reflection (to 7:5) amid the painful 
situation--before the arrival of Titus with glad news--with 
his heart filled with thankful devotion.1 This, in Bornkamm's 
opinion, is precisely the portrait of Paul which the compiler 
of II Corinthians envisaged and successfully depicted. 
The separation of 2:14-7:4 from the rest of II Cor-
inthians raises immediately the question of its relationship 
to II Cor. 10-13, since both sections are concerned with the 
defense of Paul's apostleahip.2 Various solutions thus far 
proposed by scholars may be categorized into three groupa:3 
(1) a part of II Cor. 10-13, (2) a part of the letter of re-
conciliation, and (3) an independent fragment. The first 
solution is deemed untenable. As Windisch pointed out, the 
tone of 6:11-13,7:2-4 is entirely foreign to chapters 10-13 
on the one hand, and on the other hand, chapters 10-13 give 
no impression that they follow such a theological treatise 
as 2:14-7:5. 4 The second possibility is even less tenable 
than the first, for it is inconceivable that Paul would have 
1Georg Schnedermann, 11Der zweite Brief an die Korin-
ther," Kurzgefasster Kom.mentaP zu den Heilisen Schriften 
Alten und Neuen Testamenta aowie zu den Apokryphen, hrag. 
von Hermann Strack und Otto z8ckler, B. Neuea Testament, 3. 
Abteilung (N8rdlinge~: c. H. Beck, 1887), pp. 234-35. 
2sc~ithals, Gnosis, p. 92; Bornkamm, Vorseschichte, 
p. 22; Georgi, Gesner, pp. 16-24. 
3see Feine and Behm (and Kdmmel), op. cit., p. 212. 
4windisch, 2. Korinther, p. 225. 
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sent a heart•felt letter of reconciliation with a ~igorously 
extended defense of his apostleship. 1 Thus, the third solu-
tion remains the least problematical by the process of eli-
mination. 
The hypothesis that 2:14-7:4 is an independent fragment 
was first suggested by Anton Halmel2 in 1894 and has been 
revived with renewed force by Schmithals, Bornkamm and Georgi. 
Halmel argued that {1) the abrupt transition can be remedied 
best by assuming the unbroken continuity with 6:11-13,7:2-9, 
(2) the intent of 2:14ff is entirely different from that of 
2:6ff and 7:2ff; in fact, the former aims at precisely the 
opposite of what the latter wishes to accomplish, and {3) the 
parallels between chapters 1-9 and 10-13 which the defenders 
of the traditional text argued are found entirely between 
2:14-7:4 and chapters 10-13, therefore showing the proximity 
between the latter two against 1:1-2:13,7:5ff.3 
1As Bornkamm points out {Vorseschichte, p. 22), it 
is surprising that Windisch who had so ably criticized other 
hypotheses accepted this solution. Furthermore, Windisch 
offered no explanation for his position. 
2Halmel regarded first 2:14-6:10 as an independent 
unit {Viercapitelbrief, pp. 4-5), then in 1904 revised his 
thesis slightly and attributed 6:11-13 and 7:2-4 to the frag-
ment 2:14-6:10, not to 1:1-2:13. See Anton Halmel, Der zweite 
Korintherbrief des Apostels Paulus (Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1904), 
PP• 79-S2. 
3Halmel Viercapitelbrief, PP• 4-5,6-7,19-22. He 
cites the following parallels: 10:1=5:20, 10:2,11 :13=4:2a, 
10:4,8:6:7, 10:17-18=5:12, 11:6:4:2b, 5:11,11:12=5:12, 11:23, 
27:4:8,9,6:4-5, 12:19=2:17 {7:14,9:4=10:8). 
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Halmel's otherwise keen observation concerning the 
literary structure of II Corinthians is obscured by his asess-
ment of the significance of 2:14ff in relation to the rest 
of II Corinthians. Since he did not question the literary 
sequence of chapters 1-9 and 10-13, he concluded that 2:14ff 
must have been written after 10-13, thus being the last letter 
of the preserved Corinthian correspondence. 1 The historical 
sequence according to Halmel is as follows: immediately after 
the restoratiOn of order 1n Corinth, which is reflected in 
1:1-2:13,7:5-9, a new crisis (subsequent to that which neces-
sitated the severe letter and 1:1ff) broke out, so Paul sent 
10-13 and, shortly thereafter, another, 2:14ff, which dis-
sipated the uprising once for all. For Halmel the thanks-
giving hymn at the outset of 2:14-7:5 bears a historical sig-
nificance~ The thanksgiving for the t~iumph over his oppo-
2 
nents, he contended, is the grand motif of the whole fragment. 
According to Schmithals, (1) the letter which con-
tained 2:14ff was written after Paul's second visit to Corinth 
("die erste Chari a," II Cor. 1: 15) but before the severe 
letter; (2) it notified the Corinthians of the change in his 
travel plans as in II Cor. 1:16, and also was to commence the 
Jerusalem collection; (3) it was delivered by Titus who was 
1 Ibid., pp. 7-9. 
-
2Ib1d., p. 9. This view is criticized rightly by 
J. Weiss rn-his review article, T. L. z., 19{1894), col. 514. 
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commissioned to begin the collection at this time.1 Schmithals 
reconstructs the course of the events surrounding II Cor. 
2:14-7:4 and chapters 10-13 as follows: (1) the Corinthian 
disturbance, which necessitated Paul's Zwischenbesuch, was 
caused by a few troublemakers; his visit was short and Paul 
left Corinth before he was able to restore order; however, 
he was by no means in despair, for despite A6XD he was still 
able to refer to his visit as ~P~n xapl' ; (2) upon his re-
turn to Ephesus, he wrote the letter which originally con-
tained 2:14ff, admonishing and recommending Titus in order to 
initiate the collection work; (3) meanwhile, having heard that 
the situation in Corinth worsened again, Paul changed his trav-
el plan back to that in I Cor. 16:5f; (4) shortly before the 
departure to Macedonia, he wrote the severe letter (II Cor. 
10-13); (5) in fact, however, the Corinthian situation was not 
as bad as he feared ( "halb so schlimm ''); this he learned when 
he met Titus in Macedonia, who reported to him that he was 
well treated in Corinth throughout this alleged crisis.2 
Above all, Schmithals doubts the seriousness of the crisis 
which has been assumed to underlie II Cor. 10-13.3 
1schm1thals, Gnosis, pp. 93,98. 
2Ibid., pp. 98-101. 
-
3schmithals writes: "Vor allem 1st es undenkbar, dass 
Pls infolge des in der Forschung eine so grosse Rolle spielenden 
mysteri8sen Zwis.chenereignisses Kor. Hals tiber Kopf verlassen 
und aus·sicherer Ferne dann den TrMnenbrief geschrieben haben 
soll. Nicht nur, dass dies Verhalten dem Pls, der II 11, 23-
33 verfasst hat, auch n1cht 1m entferntesten entspr~che; man 
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Similarly Bornkamm and Georgi argue the independent 
nature of 2:14ff. According to Bornkamm, it appears that in 
2:14ff Paul is still confident of his ability to handle the 
Corinthian situation (6:11f, 7:4), while in 10-13 there is 
no trace of such confidence but the strained warning, judg-
ment and the last call for repentance. 1 The latter betrays 
a more personal character as indicated in the use of ~Y~ 
instead of ~ei' , which dominated 2:14-7:4.2 Furthermore, 
the role of boasting and self-recommendation undergoes sig-
nificant change between these two fragments: Paul boasts about 
his congregation and renounces self-recommendation in 2:14f, 
whereas in 10-13 he is forced to boast and recommend himself, 
of which he is capable only in the form of foolishness.3 As 
such a polemical piece, 2:14ff is, according to Bornkamm and 
Georgi, one of the 'letters' alluded to by Paul's opponents 
in II Cor. 10:10. 4 Since Bornkamm and Georgi identify 10-13 
setzt dann auch voraus, dass Pls, der sich durch wenig rdmliche 
Flucht den Ere1gn1ssen entzog und von den Kor. ke1nesweges 
daran geh1ndert wurde, durch e1nen B~ief bel diesen Leuten, 
die ihn pers8nl1ch vertrieben, solche anouo~, '~Ao' usw 
(II 7,11) gew1rkt hat, dass auch e1nmal alle Spannungen be-
se1t1gt sind! Vollends 1st d1ese Konstrukt1on ausgeschlossen, 
wenn der vers8hnl1che Br1ef[C II Cor. 2,14ff] nach dem Zw1schen-
besuch geschrieben wurde und II 1.0-13 zum TrRnenbrief geh8rt, 
wie wir voraussetzen." Gnos1s, pp. 97-98. For Bornkamm's 
criticism of Schmithals' reconstruction, see Vorgesch1chte, 
p. 23, n. 89. Schm1thals'reply to him, Gnos1s, pp. 313-14. 
1Bornkamm, Vorgesch1chte, pp. 22-23. 
2Georg1, Gesner, p. 23, n. 4. 3l2!£., p. 24. 
4Ibid., p. 24; Bornkamm, Vorgesch1chte, p. 23; Georgi, 
Gagner, p:-23, n. 4. 
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as the severe letter and 1:1-2:13,7:5-16 as the letter of 
reconciliation, they accord 2:14-7:4 the Sitz 1m Leben dif-
ferent from that proposed by Halmel or Schmithals. Bornkamm 
and Georgi conclude: (1) 2:14ff was written before 10-13, 
shortly after the news of disturbance reached Paul; (2) Paul 
thereafter made a hasty visit to Corinth, during which he was 
severely mistreated; (3) upon his return to Ephesus he wrote 
his severe letter, 10-13, which was successful in restoring 
order in Corinth. The crux of their hypothesis is, as of the 
hypothesis of Schmithals, that it assumes a more developed 
and intensified stage of the Corinthian conflict in 10-13 
when 10-13 is compared with 2:14-7:4. According to this view, 
{1) 2:14-7:4 and 10-13 dealt with the same opponents, (2) 
Paul's polemical effort in 2:14-7:4, as well as his visit, 
had no effect in subduing his opponents, and (3) apparently 
his severe letter and Titus' visit were successful and the 
relationship between Paul and the Corinthian congregation was 
restored again. 
Recently Robert c. Tanneh1111 has called attention 
to the significance of II Cor. 2:14-6:13,7:2-4 as an independ-
ent fragment. 2 Besides his assertion that xpoetp~xa (7:3) 
1Dy1ns and Rising with Christ, pp. 93-95. 
2Halmel (Viercapitelbrief, p. 4, n. 1) was probably 
aware of this problem as he excluded at first from the frag-
ment 2:14-6:10 the concluding statement 6:11-13,7:2-4 which 
he considered as "eine Digression praktischer Art" belonging 
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refers to II Cor. 1:4-7, 1 he points out several striking 
parallels between 7:3-4 and 1:1-2:13,7:5-16: (1) xa6x~crl~ 
in 7:4 and in 1 :14,7:14; (2) 1tap6.xA.~cr1~ in 7:4 and in 1:3-7, 
7:7,13, and 1tapaxaA.&~ in 7:4,7,13; (3) the association of 
11:apaxA.~cr1~ and 9A.1~L~ in 7:4 and in 1:4-6 (also 9A.t~6~evot 
in 7:5); (4) u1tepneptcroe6o~a' with napuxA.~cr'~ and xapa 
in 7:4 and in 1:5 (nep1crcre6w ) and in 7:13 ( nep1croo~&p~ ); 
(5) Paul's Xapa in 7:4 and in 2:3,7:7,9,13,16. Tannehill 
is inclined to think that originally 2:12-13 preceded 7:5 
immediately and that the present textual dislocation was 
caused by a redactor whose theological intention was to glorify 
Paul.2 Tannehill writes: 
In such a case the connection of chapters 1-2 and 7 
would continue to be striking, but the npoe(p~xa in 
7:3 would indicate the assumption of the themes of 
chapters 1-2 after the intervening material.3 
Whether Tannehill accepts the integrity of II Cor. 1-7 (except 
perhaps 6:13-7:1) is not certain. 4 To say the least, his 
to 1:1-1:13,7:5ff. Bornkamm's explanation (Vorseschichte, 
p. 22, n. 82) is not convincing, as Tannehill rightly points 
out (Dyins and Risins with Christ, p. 94). 
1Tannehill is entirely justified in thinking that the 
primary referent of 11:poetp~xa would be 1:4-7, not 4:10-15, 
even though the latter is closely related in thought" (.2.J2.:. 
cit., p. 94, n. 10). The peculiarity of 7:4 is common par-
ticipation in life and death. 
2Tannehill follows the suggestion made by Bornkamm, 
see above p. 16. 
3Tannehill, op. cit., p. 95, n. 8. 
4 Ibid., p. 95. 
-
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call for a modification1 of the hypothesis represented by 
Schmithals, Bornkamm and Georgi seems justified. Tannehill's 
argument succeeds in demonstrating that 7:3-4 belongs to 1:1-
2:13,7:5-16 rather than to 2:14-7:2. In fact, 7:3-4 (in-
cluding also v. 2) may well be considered as a part of the 
letter of reconciliation for the following reasons• (1) As 
Tannehill has shown, the parallels between 7:3-4 and 1:1-2:13, 
7:5-16 are distinguished not only by themselves but also by 
the lack of such parallels between 7:3-4 and 2:14-7:2. (2) 
Except for xwp~cra~e n~a~ (7:2a) which may be joined smoothly 
with ~Aa~uve~e xal ~~e1~ (6:13), there is little to relate 
7:2-4 to 2:14-6:13. 7:2b: o65eva Tj6 &xf)cra.~ev, oooeva 
l~eetpa~ev, ouoeva l~Aeovex~~cra.~ev as a whole may be con-
sidered to refer to the opponents' charge in II Cor. 10-13 
(e. g. 11:20,12:13,17,18). 2 (3) If the fragment of 2:14ff 
ended with 6:13 instead of 7:2, the incorporation of 6:14-7:1 
into II Corinthians may be regarded as an addition by a re-
dactor, rather than as an interpolation into a then existing 
letter or fragment. This hypothesis of addition makes the 
presence of 6:14-7:1 perhaps less puzzling than the inter-
polation theory, for, if the latter position is adhered to, 
one must provide a specific editorial reason for this particular 
1Ibid. 
-
2cf. Plummer, op. cit., p. 214. 
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interpolation. 
In any event, Tannehill's valid observation is not 
sufficient to invalidate the fragmentary nature of 2:14-6:13. 
It neither solves the question of why such a large body of 
polemic was incorporated into the letter of reconciliation 
nor does it explain the transition from 2:13 (or 2:10) to 
2:14. The problem of 7:3-4, thus, helps one to see the com-
plexity of textual problems in II Corinthians. One may well 
suspect that 7:2-4 was dislocated from ita original position, 
since xa1 yap of 7:5 follows moat naturally 2:13. 1 
4. The Idea of Weakness in Relation to the 
Literary-historical Problem of II Cor. 10-13 
It is in relation to the literary-historical problem 
of II Cor. 10-13 that the issue concerning Paul's weakness 
takes on unusual significance. The strong impression made 
by the numerous occurrences of &oeeveta and related words 
in II Cor. 10-13 is matched by the complete absenae of such 
words in II Cor. 2:14-7:4. 2 If the historical reconstruction 
1weiss in T. L. z., 19(1894), col. 514; Windisch, 
2. Korinther, p. 19. 
2The numerical strength or &oeeveLa alone is not 
sufficient to alert a careful observer to its significance, 
as striking as it may be. xauxao~al and the related terms 
occur more frequently (15 times in II Cor. 10-13). It is the 
role &oeeve1a plays in this polemical argument which weighs 
in importance as much as its numerical strength. Gdttgemanns 
(op. cit., pp. 94-97) fails to notice the lack of the aoeevela 
issue in II Cor. 2:14-7:4 in his otherwise thorough exegesis 
of II Cor. 4:7ff. 
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of Bornkamm and Georgi is accepted, the lack of the weakness 
issue in 2:14-7:4 (or 6:13) would imply that the opponents' 
charge against Paul's weakness took place quite dramatically1 
during the short, painful visit which occasioned his writing 
of II Cor. 10-13. Even if the Vierkapitel-Hypothese is re-
jected, one must still concede that the occasion of II Cor. 
10-13 would have been an intense rebellion against Paul's 
authority. Thus, for instance, w. H. Bates, who defends the 
integrity of II Corinthians, is forced to the view that II 
Cor. 10-13 is a recapitulation of the situation which lay be-
hind II Cor. 1-9f in which ca.se the historical presupposition 
of II Cor. 10-13 is practically identical to the Vierkapitel-
Hypothese. 
Furthermore, the importance of the idea of weakness 
in II Cor. 10-13 is enhanced by the peculiarity of the polemi-
cal context in which aaeevela emerges. Ernst K§semann noticed 
the conspicuous lack of the mythological background regarding 
the polemical issue embattled in II Cor. 10-13.3 The mytho-· 
1a6lxCa (II Cor. 7:12), AU~~ (II Cor. 2:5). 
2w. H. Bates, op. cit., p. 67. Those who date II cor. 
10-13 later than 1-9 must assume a fresh anti-Pauline rebel-
lion after Paul's reconciliation with the Corinthians in 1-9. 
Cf. Windisch, 2. Korinther, pp. 11, 17-18, 28. 
3K§semann, "Legit1mitlit, 11 pp. 34-37. Robert M. Grant 
misses entirely the·issue at stake in II Cor. 10-13 when he 
writes (Gnosticism and Early Christianity, N. Y.: Columbia 
University Preas, 1959, p. 157}: 11it is in the most extremely 
personal section in all his [Paul~s] letters that he constantly 
speaks in mythological terms." 
logical themes1 which play prominent roles in I Corinthians 
are noticeably scarce in II Cor. 10-13. When they do appear, 
they do not constitute the issue at stake. 2 The theological 
debate which distinguishes II Cor. 2:14-6:13 has disappeared 
in II Cor. 10-13. To be sure, Paul's opponents preach a dif-
ferent Jesus, different spirit, and different Gospel (11:4), 
but the content of their preaching is no longer the center of 
the polemic. Paul does not dwell on it at all. This striking 
character of the polemic in II Cor. 10-13 can be resolved 
neither by insisting simply that II Cor. 10-13 was directed 
immediately to Paul's opponents rather than to the Corinthian 
church3 nor by assuming the personal character4 of this extra-
ordinary polemical fragment. Klsemann's formulationS of the 
problem in that the polemic of II Cor. 10-13 deals with Paul's 
apostolic authority, has clarified convincingly the basic issue 
of the fragment, but his solution6 that Paul attempts to under-
1E, g. for sophia, see Ulrich Wilckens, Weisheit und 
Torheit, passim. cr. Robin Scroggs, "l:O~OZ and llNEYJ4ATIKOZ , II H. T. s., 14(1967), 33-55. 
2Gnosis emerges in 11:6, but it constitutes no integral 
part of the polemic. For the Corinthian Gnosis see Schmithals, 
Gnosis, passim. For other traces of correspondence between 
II Cor. 2:14-7:2 and II Cor. 10-13, see p. 18,n .• 3 above. 
3Most recently c. K. Barrett, "Christianity at Corinth, 11 
p. 287. 
4E. g. Schmithals, Gnosis, P• 275. 
5 11Legitimitllt," pp. 34-37; also Schmithals, Gnosis, 
p. 99. 
6nLegitimitllt," pp. 37-52. 
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mine the authority of the Jerusalem delegation while not com-
ing directly into conflict with the Jerusalem apostles ("super-
lative apostles") has failed to withstand critical examination.1 
With the untenability of K~semann's solution, his valid obser-
vation that the polemical issue in II Cor. 10-13 lacks its 
mythological background remains unanswered. It is unlikely 
that the conspicuous lack of the mythological background and 
the equally conspicuous emergence of the aaeevela issue in 
II Cor. 10-13 are merely due to coincidence. This observa-
tion must be taken into consideration as one examines the 
idea of weakness in II Cor. 10-13. 
5. Paul's Weakness as the Controversial 
Issue in II Cor. 10-13 
Whereas the ultimate issue at stake in II Cor. 10-13 
is undoubtedly the legitimacy of Paul's apostleship, his weak-
ness is the concrete issue upon which the validity of his 
apostleship depends.2 By defending his weakness, Paul legiti-
mizes his apostleship. It is, therefore, no wonder that the 
weakness issue permeates the whole of II Cor. 10-13.3 
1Rudolf Bultmann, Exesetische Probleme des zweiten 
Korintherbriefes (2. Aufl.; Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche 
Buchgesellschaft, 1963), pp. 23-30. 
2cr. Kifsemann, "Legitimit~t," p. 34; Schmithals, 
Gnosis, p. 99; ·Tannehill, op. cit., p. 98. 
3Boast1ng and self-recommendation which relate 2:14-
6:13 to, as well as distinguish it from, 10-13 are the thought 
framework in which Paul's case for his weakness is presented 
but not the issue itself. However, the analysis of thought 
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The matter is most explicitly presented in Paul's 
quotation from his opponents: "For they say 1His letters are 
weighty and strong, but his bodily presence is weak, and his 
speech of no account "'(II Cor. 10.:10). It is not difficult 
to recognize a parallel statement in the opening sentence of 
chapters 10-13: ttr who am liumble when face to face with you, 
but bold to you when I am away.. ( 1 0: 1 ) • The reverse order 
of the charge may well have proceeded from the chr1stologi-
cally oriented introduction, "I, Paul myself entreat you by 
the meekness and gentleness of Christ" (10:1), thus making 
a chain of associated thoughts; meekness, gentleness, and 
humility. Paul's ironic designation of the opponents as 
superlative apostles is a variation in the motif of strength-
weakness.1 "I think that I am not in the least inferior to 
these superlative apostles .. (11:5, cr. 12:11). Paul's apology 
for the renunciation of communal support ends with a sarcastic 
outcry ttwe were too weak for that" (11:21), referring to the 
seemingly rapacious greed of the opponents. He concludes 
his most extended suffering catalogue with what seems to be 
an anti-climax: "If I must boast, I will boast of the things 
that show my weakness" ( 11 :30). All the more striking is his 
structure of II Cor. 10-13 is often done under the heading 
of boasting. For example, Bultmann, Ex. Problema, p. 29, 
Gl!ttgemanns writes (op. c1 t., p. 196, n. 13): 11D1e 1m ant1-
paul1n1schen Kampt sichtb&r werdende xa.UXTJO' l<; ·1st typ1sch 
f-8.r die Gagner 1m 2. Kor." 
1Bultmann, Ex. Problema, pp. 26-28. 
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account of ecstasy and epiphany. The description of his 
ecstatic experience, or polemical value in itself, precedes 
that or an epiphany. This is not without purpose, for the 
progression from ecstasy to epiphany enhances the momentous 
import of the latter. Yet the word of the Lord is nothing 
but the endorsement of Paul's weakness: "My grace is suffi-
cient for you, for my power is made perfect in weakness" 
(12:9). The final announcement of his visit to Corinth re-
capitulates the opponents' charge and his rebuttal (13:2, 
10) which is accompanied, significantly enough, with apostolic 
authority (13:10) and a christological justification: "For 
he was crucified in weakness, but lives by the power of God. 
For we are weak in him, but in dealing with you we shall live 
with him by the power of God" (13:4). 
Thus, if the thread of the theme--the defense of 
Paul's own apostleship in ter.ms of his weakness--is clearly 
discernible throughout II Cor. 10-13, the plurality of what 
is referred to by weakness emerges with equal clarity. The 
idea of weakness appears in association with a variety of 
themes--physical presence, humility, renunciation of certain 
rights, suffering, . visions, ·.revelation, and christology, to 
mention a few among them •. A task of primary importance at 
this point, then, is to differentiate the Corinthian concept 
of weakness by which Paul was censured and accused from his 
concept of weakness with which he defended himself personally 
and his apostolic legitimacy. Only when one is able to 
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distinguish one from the other, is he able to clarify the 
thought structure of II Cor. 10-13. 
CHAPTER III 
PAUL'S WEAKNESS AND ITS FRAME OF REFERENCE 
1. The Frame of Reference 
According to His Opponents 
i. II Cor. 10: 10 
At the beginning one may pose a question: To what 
were the opponents of Paul referring when they mentioned his 
weakness? Obviously the starting point for answering the 
question is an examination or II Cor. 10:10, where Paul 
quotes the accusation of his opponents: "His letters are 
weighty and strong but his bodily presence is weak and his 
speech of no account." Some commentators think weakness here 
means both Paul's physical weakness and the ineffectiveness 
of his personality. 1 Strachan traces the cause of this charge 
to Paul's failure in missionary work at Athena. 2 To be sure, 
&.aeevi}' and ~~oueev'T)JJ.evo' must be taken as antitheses to 
f3a.peia.1 · xa.l lcrxupa.t. Lietzmann notices the antithesis rightly 
1R. H. Strachan, The Second Epistle of Paul to the 
Corinthians ("The Moffatt New Testament Commentary. 11 ; N. Y.: 
Harpers, n. d.), p. 14; H. L. Goudge, The Second §pistle to 
the Corinthians ("Westminster Commentaries."; London: Methuen, 
1927), p. 96; Floyd Filson, "Introduction and Exegesis, The 
Second Epistle to the Corinth.iana," The Interpreter' a Bible, 
X (N.Y.: Abingdon Preas, 1951), pp. 387, 388. 
2strachan, op. cit., p. 14. 
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and interprets that, since 'Jtapouaia is the subject of the 
sentence, 6.aeevi)c; is to be taken as meaning "not impressive," 
not uhis body is weak."1 D. w. L~tgert2 and Richard Reitzen-
. . . 
ste1n3 saw much more at stake in the charge than mere physical 
weakness or sickness, and interpreted o Aoyoc; t~oueev~~evoc; 
as indicative of the opponent's charge against the lack of 
pneumatic quality in Paul's preaching. The oft quoted paragraph, 
which has been ever influential in German scholarsh1p4 is 
worth repeating: 
Selbst in jener Nachbildung des relig18sen lveoocr1acr~6c; 
in der poetischen und rhetorischen Lit&ratur, die dem 
Philologen so bekannt 1st (vgl. Seneca, suas. III), 1st 
die freie und 1mprov1s1erte Rede der Beweis rHr den 
Besitz des 'JtV€UIJ.a • Es verdlichtigt auch den Trliger des 
1tveu~a 1m religidsen Sinne, .wenn er die 66va~ '' nur 
in dem ausgearbeiteten Briefe, nicht aber in der unmittel-
baren Ver~ndigung zeigt. Das wllre kein echter 
'JtV€U!J.a't'1X0,.5 
1L1etzmann, Korinther, p. 142. He (cf. p. 153), how-
ever, does not exclude Paul's physical weakness. So also 
Windisch (2. Korinther, p. 306): "dass die ganze llusserliche 
Erscheinung alles Imponierende vermissen liess: ep war often-
bar die eines simpeln- Handwerkers." 
2LHtgert, Fre1he1tspredist, p. 68. 
3D'e hellenistischen M sterienreli ionen nach ihren 
Grundseda en un W rkunsen. .; Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, i927), p. 362. . 
4Lietzmann Korinther, o. 142; Windisch, 2. Korinther, 
p. 306; Kllsemann, ~Leg1timit4t, 1' p. 35; Bultmann, Ex. Problema, 
p. 24; Friedrich, '.'Die GegneP des Paulus," p. 184; Gattgemanns, 
op. cit., p. 96; Dieter· ~Ltlhrmann, Das Offenbarun5svePstindnis 
bei Paulus und in paulinischen Gemeinden ("Wissenschaftliche 
Monographien zum Alten und Neuen Testament-" Bd. XVII; Neu-
kirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1965), p. 64. 
5Reitzenstein, Die hellenistischen Mysterienrelisionen, 
pp. 362-63. 
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Probably the most rigorous exponent of this view is Schmithals. 
According to him, II Cor. 10:10 betrays the Corinthian gnostic 
concept of weakness and of ineffectiveness. He rejects rightly 
the idea of physical weakness and rhetorical ineffectiveness 
on the basis that Paul's physical weakness, even if there 
were one, would have had nothing to do with his apostolic 
authority which was disputed 1n Corinth and that Paul who 
could write in such a persuasive manner could not have been 
so ineffective in his speech. 1 His analysis or the Corinthian 
view of Paul's weakness is as follows: 2 (1) Corinthian theol-
ogy, which was strongly gnostic, claimed XpJcrTou eTvaL to 
be identified with 'ltV€ UJ.La"C 'xo~ € tva' ; 3 ( 2) the Corinthians 
inferred from such passages as I Cor. 2:6-3:3 and chapters 12 
and 14 that Paul was fully pneumatic,4 but their expectation 
1schmithals, Gnosis, pp. 100, 166. 
2 Ibid., pp. 166-67. 
-
3Ibid., pp. 167, 186-87. According to Schmithals 
(PP..• 117-22), the Corinthian gnostics maintained that XpLcrTou 
e \vaL {= n:veuJ..La"C Lx.oc; e TvaL ) was not incompatible with the 
ecstatic cry of ava9€J..La 'IT)oou (I Cor. 12:3). His Beweis-
f!hruns of this widely acclaimed interpretation is recently 
questioned. See Birger A. Pearson, .,Did the Gnostics curse 
Jesus?" J. B. L., 86(1967), 301-05. · 
. 
411In den ersten Briefen hatte Pls einen Pneumabesitz 
in reiner·gnostischer Terminologie fdr sich betont in Anspruch 
genommen (I 2,6-3,3; 6,19; 7,40; 9,1 -u8), ohne dass er ihn in 
Kor. in gnostischer Manier vorgeffthrt hMtte (I 14, 19)." ~., 
p. 1 oo. 
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was frustrated upon his second v1s1t;1 {3) for Paul did not 
display the pneumatic characteristics expected of him as a 
true apostle of Christ; {4) on the contrary, Paul's preaching 
was contemptible, for it was tv vo1 but not 6:rc6oe ls l~ 
~veu~a~o~ xai ouva~e~~ (I Cor. 2:5); (5) thus, the appraisal 
which lies behind II Cor. 10:10 is 'Paul is not ~veu~a~lx6~' 
and consequently the legitimacy of his apostleship became 
suspect. This pneumatic (gnostic) interpretation, first 
critically presented by Ldtgert and Re1tzenste1n in the early 
decades of this century in order to do justice to the text 
I 
against the then prevailing hypothesis of F. c. Baur and his 
school2 seems to have been accepted less critically thereafter.3 
At any rate, it requires a stretch of imagination to adduce 
from o Aoyo~ tsoueevn~evo' 'Paul's preaching lacks the 
1Ibid., p. 100: "Die nach dem Zwischenbesuch augen-
sche1nliche-irkenntn1s, dass Pls nach gnostischen Masssti:tben 
dberhaupt nicht ala Pneumatiker und damit erst recht nicht ala 
Apostel gelten konnte, hatte notwendig eine verst~rkte Pro-
paganda gegen 1hn pers8nl1ch zur Folge, die sich 1m TrMnen-
brief auf Schritt und Tritt widerspiegelt." · 
2The hypothesis of the famed old T~bingen school, 
according to which the anti-pauline front in Corinth had to 
do with the Judaizers under the leadership of Peter. 
3For instance, K~semann writes. ("Legitimiti:tt," p. 35): 
"seine mfuldliche Verkdndigung taugt nichts, wie Paulus·sich 
auch selbst to lWnJ<; ~~ AOYCf> nennt. Man wi·rd dabei nicht an 
mangelnde rhetorische Schulung zu denken haben. Dem Apostel 
liegt vielmehr die freie Rede nicht • • • Hat man ibm Jedoch 
die Gabe pneumatischen Rede abgesprochen, so 1st damit sein 
Pneumatikertum angegriffen." So also Georgi, Gesner, p. 228, 
n. 7: "was die Gegner dem Paulus unter A berkennung all dieser 
Dinge vorwarfen1 war seine Schwachheit, seine fehlendes Pneumatikertum. ' 
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pneumatic quality of free speech.' olo£ tcr~ev ~~ Aoy~ ot' 
tntcr~oAwv an6v~e' (II Cor. 10:11a) corresponds undoubtedly 
to 11Hia letters are weighty and strong" and 'to Lou~o t xa i 
na.p6v~e<; 't~ fpycp ( 11 b) counterarguea 11hia bodily presence 
is weak and his speech of no account." 10:11a and 11b are 
thus inseparable. In v. 11 as a whole Paul ascertains the 
consistency between his actual being and what he claims to 
be in his letter. If the discrepancy the opponents expressed 
in 10:10 is to be assumed between the well-argued letters of 
Paul and the lack of pneumatic display in his speech, his 
claim to consistency in 10:11 can hardly constitute a logical 
aequenc~, unless it is assumed that Paul missed the point of 
the opponents' charge completely. 1 When 10:10 is interpreted 
in connection with 10:11, one is compelled to seek the dis-
crepancy raised by the opponents in the relationship between 
his letters, which are weighty and strong, and his conduct 
and words of mouth which failed to meet the criterion of 
1one must exercise extreme caution to apeak of Paul 1 a 
misunderstanding or miaevaluation of the Corinthian situation. 
How can one, perhaps more than 1900 years later and with so 
little amount of primary material at his disposal, speak of 
Paul's misjudgment concerning his own affair? Theoretically 
the possibility of such detection is not excluded. Yet a 
solution of this kind lessens ita credibility by its inherent 
nature. This is the a priori disadvantage of Schmithal'a 
historical reconstruction of the Corinthian situation. 
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apostleship maintained by them. 1 Therefore, Plummer seems 
to be entirely justified when he writes: 
It is not certain that there is here any allusion to 
the personal appearance of the apostle • • • The contrast 
seems rather to be between the character of his letters 
and the character of the man himself. In his letters he 
was bold as a lion and firm as a rock; when he came face 
to face with you, he gave way at once, trying to please 
everybody (I Cor. ix. 20), and what he said was not worth 
listening to.2 
ii. II Cor. 11:63 
Appeal to 11:6 does not succeed in endorsing the 
pneumatic interpretation of 10:10. 4 Whether or not 11:6a is 
a quotation from Paul's opponents cannot be said with certainty. 
There is no doubt, however, that 11:6a reflects the opponents' 
accusation. Granted tol~~~ ~~ Ao~ lies in the proximity 
1The context demands that Aoyo~ and fpyov should 
not be separated. As is well known, AOyo~ possesses a multi-
tude of meanings, each occurrence of which demands a careful 
examination of its context, e. g. I Cor. 2:4. cr. c. K. 
Barrett, nchristianity at Corinth," B. J. R, L., 46(1964), 278. 
2Plummer, op. cit., pp. 282-83. Plummer's interpreta-
tion is considered in a larger context later. 
3rt is not likely that 11:6a refers allegedly to Paul's 
lack of rhetorical skill. So KMsemann, "Leg1timitlit," p. 35. 
Windisch argues that Paul had "ein bedeutendes Mass rnetorischer 
Schulung" (2. Korinther, p. 331) but lacked a higher degree of 
proficiency "zu einer Hervorkehrung der rhetorischen Form auf 
Kosten des Gehaltes an wirklicher Weisheit 1n Beziehungu (ibid., 
pp. 331-32)., This opinion is a sheer compromising conjecture-
in view of the evidence which shows Paul's rhetorical skill 
(of. II Cor. 11:22-29). Recently, Filson, op. cit., f.• 394; 
R. Leivestad, 11The Meekness and Gentleness of Christ, ' N. T • 
.§.·, 12 ( 1966), p. 162. -
4E. g. Klisemann, "Legit1mitlit,tt p. 35. 
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of ~x~p6sa~ev (11:4), the equation or~~ Aoy~ with 'preaching 11 
is difficult, if not impossible, to maintain. Rather, 
to,~~~ ~~ Aoy~ serves only to elevate the statement which 
follova, 2 namely the claim baaed on yv~cr'~ --the pneumatic 
gift par excellance. 
Since yv~a'~ and the gospel lie very close together 
in Corinthian theology,3 ef oe xai tol~~~ ~~ Aoy~ UAA' o6 
~~ yvooaeL becomes indeed puzzling4 if tot~~~~~ Ao~ is 
taken to refer to the lack of tree speech in Paul's preaching.s 
From the Corinthian point of view, one stands or falls with 
the other. The point is: how can Paul concede the lack or 
the pneumatic effectiveness in him in the protaais and affirm 
the possession of yvoocrL~ in the apodosis? There is no doubt 
1E. g. "Das entspricht klar der Schilderung seiner 
Miaaionspredigt·I Kor. 2,4." Reitzenstein, Die hellenistiachen 
Mrsterienrelisignen, p. 366. 
2Adolf Schlatter, Paulus der Bote Jesu (3. Autl.; 
Stuttgart: Calver, 1962), p. ~42. 
3The assumption holds for I Cor. as well as for II 
Cor. 10-13. Ct. 10z5. Reitzenatein paraphrases 11 :6b: ttin 
der yvwaL~ , von der es allein abhlngt, ob ich den echten 
Jesus, das volle ~veu~a und die vahre Botschaft gebracht babe, 
stand ich keinen ~wv u~epAiav &.~ocr~oA.oov nach." Qp. cit., p. 336. 
4Lietzmann, Korinther, pp. 146-47 and.Schm1thals, Gnosis, 
p. 180 ascribes the dltt!oulty to the textual corruption. 
5so K4mmel (in Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 210) reJects 
the pneumatic ·interpretation and reverts to the older inter-
pretation that Paul lacked a proper training in rhetoric. 
6u!hrmann, op. cit.., p. 62, n. 3, suggests that yvwcrt~ 
in II corinthians designates the content of preaching (4:6, 
10:5,11:6), interpreting yV~OL~ in the light Of 2:14,4:6 
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toL~~~ ~~ A.6~ means 'unskilled in speech.' 1 This, however, 
should not be taken to indicate Paul's lack of rhetorical 
skill. As in 10:10, it is difficult to imagine Paul's in-
effectiveness in speech while being impressed by the persuasive-
ness he displays in his letters. Furthermore, according to 
this interpretation, A.6yo~ is reduced to signify merely 1 a 
manner of presentation': in the manner of presentation ( A.6yo~ ) 
being unskillful, but not in the content ( yvwcH~ ) • 2 It is 
hardly probable, however, that A.6yo~ as Pauline terminology--
especially in II Corinthians--is completely void of reference 
to ita 'content.' 1. e. what is said, thought or preached. 
to L~T)~ 't'~ A.oy(f> probably means Paul's own way of reasoning 
and his leading arguments, which are to be differentiated from 
that of his opponents. As far as his understanding of the 
(op. cit., p. 65). His explanation renders no assistance 
here. In 2:14,4:6 preaching has saving power precisely because 
it is the unmediated fragrance and light respectively. Paul's 
contention in these passages is as pneumatic as, if not more 
than, his opponents. This L~hrmann recognizes as he says 
(op. cit., p. 65): "In 2:14-4:6 soheint es daher so, ala ob 
Paulus die Offenbarung nooh mehr aus der Geschichte 18se ala 
seine Gagner • • • Paulus aber fMngt diese 'Entgeschiahtlich-
ung' auf durch den Hinweis auf das Eschaton ••• (5:7). u 
1william F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich (trans.), 
A Greek-Enfiish Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christianterature, A Translation and adaptation of Walter 
Bauer's Griechisch-Deutschea Wdrterbuch zu den Schriften des 
Neuen Testaments und dar ~brigen urchristlichen Literatur, 
4th rev. ed. (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1957), 
p. 373. 
2so Lietzmann (and Kdmmel), Korinther, pp. 146, 210. 
40 
phrase lot~~~~~ AOY~ is concerned, 1 it becomes more intel-
ligible if it is interpreted to refer primarily to the words 
and deeds which showed contrast to those of his opponents. 
This interpretation has at least one decisive advantage over 
that of Reitzenstein and others in which the phrase is under-
stood to refer to the lack of pneumatic gifts. In view of 
Reitzenstein's interpretation, one cannot avoid a sense of 
contradiction, if Paul, claiming himself equal to the super-
lative apostles, had tried to cover up the lack of a specific 
pneumatic gift by insisting on the possession of another. 
Inevitably a question arises: why did he not use the scheme 
of renunciation instead of a plain concession in 11:6a?2 The 
interpretation proposed here suggests that Paul could afford 
to concede to the opponents tot~~~ ~~ Aoy~ because the phrase, 
as he used it, referred to the aspect of his apostolic exis-
tence particularly commissioned to him. He was neither ashamed 
of it nor felt beneath the other so-called superlative apostles 
on account of it. It is likely that tot~~~ conc~als a touch 
of irony or sarcasm, as does the preceding sentence: 11 I am 
1Here one should assume what Paul understood by the 
phrase was also meant by the opponents. Once Paul's mis-
understanding of it is assumed, any imagination becomes suit-
able as to what the opponents meant by it. 
2 Cf. I Cor. 14:18,19; II Cor. 5:13. 
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not in the least inferior to these superlative apostles 11 1 
(11:5). 
iii. II Cor. 11:21a 
The opponents' charge is recapitulated in 11:21, which 
may be considered in conjunction with 10:10. 2 Bauer translates 
the verse: "'I must confess to my shame that we have conducted 
ourselves as weaklings' (as I must concede when I compare my 
conduct w. the violent treatment you have had :f'r. others). 113 
A bitter note of sarcasm is noticeably clear.4 Plummer remarks: 
"the ironical confession of his own 'dishonor' is a real re-
buke to the Corinthians. ••5 The thread of the argument which 
is concluded with 11:21a begins at 11:1. Especially noteworthy 
is 11:7-11, where Paul reminds the Corinthians of his previous 
1Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 146. To regard the super-
lative apostles referring to the Jerusalem "apostles" has been 
largely discarded. K!semann'a attempt to revive it in a modi-
fied form e'Legitimit!t, 11 pp. 41-52) was not successful. See 
Bultmann, Ex. Problema, pp. 26-30; K~el in Lietzmann, Korinther, 
pp. 210, 211; Schmithals, Gnosis, pp. 111-13; Georgi, Gesner, 
pp. 7-10. 
2 C:f'. Plummer, op. cit., p. 317. 
3Bauer (Arndt-Gingrich), op. cit., p. 593. So also 
K~el in Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 211; Windisch, 2. Korinther, 
P• 348. 
4F. Blass and A. DeBrunner, A Greek Grammar of the New 
Testament and Other Earl Christian Literature, trans. Robert 
w. Fu • ed.; Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 
1961), p. 262. K~el in Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 211; 
Tannehill, op. cit., p. 98. 
5Plummer, op. cit., p. 317. 
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conduct of which he spoke in one of his previous letters (I 
Cor. 9:15-23). It suffices to note that here is another clue 
that the opponents' charge against Paul's weakness and his 
past conduct are very closely related. The vividness of 11: 
20 lends support to the assumption that the opponents' charge 
may have referred to concrete matters, 1 even though the pos-
sibility cannot be excluded that Paul used a figure of speech. 
An examination of the weakness-passages which are 
either quoted from the opponents or which probably preserve 
their charge intact (i. e. without Paul's own modification) 
has made clearer the frame of reference in which their concept 
of Paul's weakness was oriented. The context of these pas-
sages seems to point to Paul's words and conduct when he was 
face to face with the Corinthians. Their charge was directed 
to these very concrete matters which constituted his mission-
ary activity. 
Other passages which give insight into the nature of 
the confrontation between Paul and his opponents will be dis-
cussed later, since they are either indirectly related to Paul's 
weakness (e. g. 11:7, 12:16) or strongly christological (e. g. 
10:1, 11:4,13:4). In the latter category, it is less certain 
whether they reflect the opponents' christology or Paul's. 
1For further discussion, see pp. 113-27 below. 
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2. The Frame of Reference According to Paul 
i. Significance of II Cor. 11:16-12:15, 13:4 
Relatively speaking, Paul's defensive tone ends with 
11:15. The next section 11:16-12:131 constitutes Paul's posi-
tive claim of his weakness in a speech of foolish boasting, 
with an obvious note of reluctance (11:16,21b). 2 After a 
short, spiteful and sarcastic recapitulation of the opponents' 
activities, Paul immediately launches into his argumentation. 
Thus the break in his defense, seen from the viewpoint of the 
weakness issue,3 occurs at the end of 11:15, but the argument 
for his case begins in earnest with 11:21b. xa~a ~~t~tav 
Aeyw, w~ o~t ~~e1' ~aeevryxa~ev may be regarded as the carica-
ture Paul made of himself according to the appraisal of his 
opponents, very likely using their terminology. Therefore, 
if the concept of weakness in 10:1-11:21a represents predomi-
nantly the estimate of Paul according to the criterion held 
by his opponents, 11:16-12:13 may be deemed Paul's expostula-
tion that such a concept is incompatible with his own. 
1so Filson, op. cit., p. 400. 
2see pp. 141-47 below. 
3rt is often the choice of motif to be pursued wmich 
determines the structural analysis of Paul's defense in II Cor. 
10-13. For instance, Lietzmann follows the xauxacr9at motif 
and thinks Paul's defense begins at 10:11, with the resultant 
analysis (Korinther, p. 143): (1) his effective missionary work 
(10:12-16), (2) his renunciation of support by the church in 
Corinth (11:1-15), {3) his suffering (11:16-33), and (4) his 
vision {12:1-10). 
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ii. 11:28-301 
The most extended catalogue of sufferings (11:23b-28) 
has two separate functions in its immediate context. On the 
one hand, it is introduced by Paul's diatribe: 111\re they servants 
of Christ? I am a better one" (11:23), henceforth justifying 
his claim as an apostle, and on the other hand it leads to an 
unexpected conclusion: 
And, apart from other things, there is the daily pressure 
upon me of my anxiety for all the churches. Who is weak 
and I am not weak? Who is made to fall, and I am not 
indignant? If I must boast, I will boast of the things 
tnat snow my weakness (11:28-30). 
Judged by common sense, the suffering catalogue gives 
no room for an idea of weakness. It comprises the evidence 
proving Paul's dedication, endurance and perseverance; namely 
the proof of strength or faultleaaaess iru adverse circumstances. 
This is the case with II Cor. 6:3-4, which is followed by a 
catalogue of sufferings. 
The key to the radical twist apparent in 11:30 is 11: 
28. Paul's deep concern for the welfare of his congregation 
evolves from the complete identity of his existence with the 
missionary endeavor. In particular, I Corinthians gives evi-
dence of his sympathy and consideration for minority Chris-
tians whose way of life was made difficult not only within 
2 
society at large but also within the Christian community itself. 
1For further discussion, see pp. 163-73 below. 
2cf. I Cor. 8:1-13. 
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Paul justifies his deep concern and sympathy for the weak 
ones by claiming that his boasting lies not in his strength 
but rather only in those things which show his weakness. In 
so doing, he effectuates the complete turnover of the value 
scale concerning the concept of weakness at issue. In the 
eyes of the opponents weakness meant &~l~ia (11 :21), for 
# Paul xa"XTH..La. 
~a~~' &aeeve(a' should be accorded the attention 
it deserves. The term "weakness," according to the Corinthians' 
appraisal, characterizes his being and activity; it not only 
refers to his words and deeds but also is a caricature of his 
existence (10:10,11:21). Probably with this in mind, Paul 
points specifically to ~a. ~~' 6.aeeve ia' • 1 
iii. 12:9-102 
The epiphany vouches for the truthfulness of Paul's 
claim of weakness: 11My grace is sufficient for you, for my 
power is made perfect in weakness" (12:9). For him, weakness 
in relation to God's power is the earthly qualification through 
which God's power is bestowed, manifested and perfected. 3 
1This is borne out in 12:5,9, where he uses the plural 
of 6.ae€ve t a • 
2For further discussion see pp. 193-99 below. 
3In regard to oova~ '' , weakness is 11ihres Offen-
barungsart f. ihr Medium und notwendiges Korrelat." K~semann, 
"Legitimitt:et," p. 54. 
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iv. 13:41 
Toward the end of the polemical fragment under con-
sideration, 13:4 constitutes the final defense of Paul's weak-
ness: 11For he [ Christ] was crucified el{, &.cr8£V£ t ac;; ' but lives 
ex ouva~Bwc;; 8£ou. For we are weak ( acrGBVOU~BV ), but shall 
live with him ex O.uva~Bwc;; 8eou e[c;; u~Cic;; ·"Paul's unfolding 
of the concept of weakness reaches finally the explicit chria-
tological justification. Kilaemann comments: 
Die Schwachheit 1st die Sph!re des gekreuzigten, die 
Gotteakraft die des erh8hten Chriatua. Und wie die Gottea-
kraft zugleich Grund dep Chriatua-Auferatehung 1st und 
Macht, welche in dieaer Auferatehung ihren Gipfel erreicht, 
so 1st die Schwachheit dar Wurzelboden des Kreuzea und 
dieaea ihre h8chate Entfaltung. Ea 1st ihr Merkmal, daaa 
sie in unaerm.zusammenhang zugleich ala Attribut dar 
Menachlichkeit und dar Offenbarung ersche1nt.2 
The chriatological formulation presented in this passage and 
ita relevance to Paul's concept of weakness will be discussed 
later. It is sufficient to note here that the christological 
justification of his weakness presents itself at the apex ot 
the evolutionary unfolding of the weakness motif. It begins 
with the apostolic suffering catalogue, steps up to the epi-
phany, and finally arrives at its decisive. justification in 
the christological formula. Throughout the process of its 
evolutionary argumentation, it never loses the original per-
spective and the contact with the Corinthians. This is shown 
1For further discussion see pp. 215-36 below. 
2Kilaemann, ttLegitimitilt, '~'~p. 55. 
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in e lc; U!J.O.c; • Its omission 1n B D3 r arm indicates inappro-
priateness felt in the early stage of the textual transmission. 
If the addition of etc; UlJ.O.c; seems unfit stylistically, it 
expresses the final point scored by Paul. 
home the weight of the christological formula directly upon 
the Corinthiana.1 His apology and defense complete, he with-
draws one step, so to speak, without conceding to the Corin• 
thian position: "For we are glad when we are weak and you are 
at rong" ( 1 ' : 9) • It should be noted that TJ!J.€: i c; acre e YOO!J.€: v 
UlJ.eic; oe ouva~oi ~e lies ve~y close to the Corinthian charge 
made against Paul now void of ita previous momentum. Paul has 
the upperhand completely: he prefaces it with xaipo!J.ev. 
In conclusion, contrary to the opponents' orientation 
to Paul's weakness which involved directly his words, deeds, 
and attitude, his exposition of his weakness is theologically 
oriented in a distinctive way. More precisely, its frame of 
reference is decidedly christological. 
3. Summary 
An analysis of the structure of II Cor. 10-13, apply-
ing the weakness issue as a key, if accepted, yields a few 
problematical points which hitherto have not received sufficient 
attention. First of all, the Corinthian charge against Paul's 
1somewhat so K~el in Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 211; 
Tannehill, op. cit., P• 99. 
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weakness requires a fresh consideration, since the solution, 
proposed by Reitzenstein and others and prevalent among many 
exegetes at present, is not entirely satisfactory. 
As examined above, the Corinthian charge directs at-
tention to Paul's attitude and conduct during his stay in 
Corinth.1 This accounts perhaps for the lack of the mytho-
logical background of the polemical issue of II Cor. 10-13. 
Paul's exposition of his own weakness shifts the frame of ref-
erence to the theological realm, even though it keeps in con-
tact with the Corinthian situation. No doubt his words, deeds 
and attitude produced inevitable theological repercussions in 
confrontation with his opponents. Also there is no-doubt that 
the accusation directed to his words, deeds and attitude must 
have gone hand in hand with the criticism of his apostleship. 
Nevertheless, the question still remains why Paul was carica-
tured as "weaku because of his words, deeds and attitude. 2 
Even though it is impossible to know what Paul said 
and did during his stay in Corinth, the matter is not entirely 
1Especially during his painful visit, if the Vier-
kapitel Hypothese is to be accepted. 
2Regarding the issue then raging in the Corinthian 
church, there is no alternative but to attempt to recover them 
from the Pauline polemical fragments. These issues, thus re-
covered hypothetically, influence in turn the exegesis of the 
Pauline fragments themselves. A fresh look at the alleged 
issues, the~ reorients consequently the interpretation of the 
relevant Pauline fragments. Therefore, the discussion of the 
Corinthian problem is destined to be circular. c. K. Barrett, 
op. cit., p. 270. 
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hopeless. It is possible to recover, at least in part, from 
I Cor. 8-10 what sort of utterance or conduct was regarded 
as weak by the Corinthians, and Paul's involvement in such 
an affair prior to the eruption of the anti-Pauline rebellion 
as is evidenced in II Cor. 10-13. An examination of such 
interaction prior to the event underlying II Cor. 10-13, it 
is hoped, will result in a more precise understanding of the 
weakness issue in II Cor. 10-13. 
Recently it has been argued emphatically that the 
polemical front and objective of Paul in II Corinthians should 
be differentiated from those in II Corinthians.1 This de-
lineation, in turn, has cast increasing suspicion upon un-
qualified exegetical cross references between I and II Corin-
thians.2 It is, however, as unjustifiable to sever the 
1KMsemann, "Legitimitilt," pp. 33-34; c. K. Barrett, 
op. cit., p. 271; James M. Rol:i>inson, "Kerygma and History in 
the·New Testament," in The Bible in Modern Scholarship, ed. 
J. Philip Hyatt (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1965), pp. 143. 
Robinson writes (p. 145): "the situation he (Paull confronted 
in Corinth had to a large extent reversed itself between I 
Corinthians and II Corinthians, and ••• Paul accordingly 
shifted the categories in which he argued, and to this extent 
shifted his position.n The necessary collateral hypothesis 
to this position is that the opponents in II Cor. 10-13 were 
the newly arrived missionaries who created in Corinth the 
theological climate which should be differentiated from what 
underlay I Corinthians. Cf. Kdmmel in Lietzmann, Korinther, 
p. 208; Eriedrich, "Die Gagner .des Paulus, " pp. 18zt: 216; 
Georgi, Gesner, p. 14; Hurd, op. cit., p. 110. Against the 
differentiation of the Corinthian fronts, see Schmithals, 
Gnosis., pp. 274-75. 
2.Ba.rrett writes ("Christianity at Corinth," p. 287): 
11The problem of 2 Cor. x-xiii must be treated sepall'ately from 
those of I Corinthians--though naturally this is not to sat 
that there was no resemblance, or connection between them. ' 
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continuity between. I and II Corinthians as it is justifiable 
to differentiate the polemical fronts of Paul between them. 1 
The letters incorporated in I and II Corinthians were all 
written by Paul to the Corinthian congregation within a com-
paratively short span of time. Therefore, one might well 
expect that certain segments of I Corinthians could illu-
minate the passages in II Cor. 10-13 by way of providing a 
glimpse of the Corinthian situation which was so fertile for 
the kind of anti-Pauline agitation to which II Cor. 10-13 
witnesses. I Cor. 8-10 is a case in point. 
In I Cor. 8-10, Paul provides an argument for the 
sake of the weak ones, whereas in II Cor. 10-13 it is Paul 
who is Charged with weakness and forced to defend himself. 
In the latter he is no longer the arbitrator but the defend-
ant. To be sure, the immediate issue differs· between the 
two sections: for the former it is the things offered to 
idols (et6~A69u~o' ), and for the latter the legitimacy of 
The statement is justified for the problems concerning the 
identification of the opponents, but not necessarily for all 
the issues contested between Paul and the opponents. A given 
issue could have been contested between Paul and the Corin-
thian gnostics and later between· him and the newly arrived 
opponents. The discussion of such an issue, one may naturally 
suspect, would have developed somewhat differently, as com-
pared with that in I Corinthians, due to the difference in 
the theological inference the opponents in II Cor. 10-13 drew 
from it. 
1The history of interpretation of the Corinthian 
correspondence reveals the misuses and abuses of cross ref-
erence which have led exegetes astray. 
51 
Paul's apostleship. Tbat 1n the latter e lowA.69u'tot; no longer 
emerges as the issue is a taotor aethodolog1oally worthy or 
note. I Cor. 8-10 is illuminating to the investigation or II 
Cor. 10·13, precisel7 because the former is a self-contained 
argument or which the imaediate issue can be detached from 
tbat or II Cor. 10·13. In this sense, the correspondence1 
round between I Cor. 8-10 and II Oor. 10-13 ma7 be regarded as 
independent parallels. Therefore, one is justified in conclud-
ing that from I Cor. 8-10 the concept or weakness can be gleaned 
which was held among the Corinthians prior to the time when 
Paul's weakness becaae the burning issue in II Cor. 10-13. 2 
1E. g. "the weak one" ( 'toit; daeeveatv , I Cor. 8:9 
and o daeev~v ·I Cor. 8a11) 1 which is in all probability a 
designation by the Corinthians, and 'tic; daeeveT (II Cor. 11: 
28); l.I.TJ 'tov doeA.cpov lJ.OU axa.voa.A.iaU> (I cor. 8:13) and 'tic; 
axavoa.A.i~e'ta.t (II Cor. 11:29); and the renunciation of the 
financial support (I cor. 9 and II Cor. 11:7-11). 
~ daeeve ta aDd. daeev1}t; appear in the rest of I Corin-
thians also. The relevance or I cor. 1:25,27,2:3,4:10,11:30, 
12:22,15:43 to the issue and thought structure of II Cor. 10. 
13 is leas important than the weakness passages in I Cor. 8-
10. Those passages outside I Cor. 8-10 signify (1) an aspect 
ot Pauline anthropology or (2) the common anthropological 
background held b7 Paul as well as the Corinthian gnoatics. 
Weakness as (1) is a constituent element or the Pauline a~lJ.O. 
concept 1n the context or his theolog7 or the cross; therefore 
those passages in this oategor7 aa7 be considered in conjunc-
tion with Paul's ohristological exposition or weakness, but 
not with II cor. 10.13 as a whole. weakness as (2) playa no 
. role in Paul's polemical arguaen\ or II Cor. 10-13. The idea 
ot weakness Eeouliar to the ior1Bthian gnost*cs *s round in 
neithe oft eae two cate o o w·ainess. This distinction 
eaoap So a er s atteu ion when he re erred to I Cor. 4:9-
13 in conjunction with the exeseeis of II Cor. 11:21 (Paulus 
der Bote Jesu, p. 330); also Gdttgemanns, op. cit., p. 96, 
n. 14. 
CHAPTER IV 
THE ~K BRETHREN AND PAUL IN I COR. 8-10 
1 • I Cor. 8-1 0 and Rom. 14: 1- 1 5: 13 
The dietary problem which Paul discusses in I Cor. 8-
10 provides a concrete case in which the idea or weakness 
played a defildte role in the relationship between Paul and 
the Corinthian congregation. On the one hand were those who 
possessed the knowledge that "there is no god but one" and 
that an "idol has no existence 11 (8:4)z for them the food 
offered to idols made no difference. There were, on the other 
hand, others who had been in close association with idols 
(before their conversion) and for whom idols and idol worship 
were still real. Paul calls the latter collectively o 
acreev~v (8:11). Paul fears that eating the food offered to 
idols before the ~yes or the weak brethren would offer a 
serious stumbling block to them, in fact it may prove to be 
the destruction or their faith, and for this reason he gives 
his counsel in I Cor. 8-10 to those who possess knowledge. 
Since he presupposes the circumstances in which the issue 
was raised, he plunges into the problematical issue. For a 
more general description of the dietary problem one may sup-
plement the account or I Cor. 8-10 with that of Rom. 14:1-
15:13 where a striking parallel to the former is found. 
As long as the Sitz 1m Leben of the discussion in 
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Romans is sought in Rome, this parallel is not of much value 
for the clarification of the Corinthian situation except that 
it indicates that the dietary problem was not peculiar to the 
church in Corinth alone. It is doubtful, however, whether 
Paul's letter to the Romans dealt with the specific problema 
concurrently raging in Rome.1 Once the Roman account 1n the 
1Moat commentators are in agreement that Romans pre-
sents the resume of Paul's past experiences. ct. w. Sanday 
and A. a. Headlam, A Critical and Exesetical Commentary on 
at. Paul's Epistle to the Romans ( 6The International Critical 
Commentary*; Edinburgh: T. & T. Olark, 1902), P• xli1; 
Bornkamm expresses this point strongly ("The Letter to the 
Romans as Paul's Last Will and Testament," Australian Bibli-
cal Review, 11(1963), 7): "The letter to the Romans clearly 
reflects previous questions and perceptions arising out or 
stirring conflicts in the years directly preceding its com-
position." 
Some assume, however, that Paul was to some extent 
familiar with the Roman situation as he wrote his exhortative 
section. As such, A. Schlatter's approach in his Gottes 
Gerechti6keit (Stuttgart: calwer, 1935) is typical. While 
he discusses the close relationship between Romans and I-II 
Corinthians (pp. 9-16), he comments on Rom. 14:1: "Wahrachein-
lich gehen diesem Tell des Brietes Nachrichten voraus, die 
ibm die rBmischen Freund.e gesandt batten•• (p. 364). Also 
Otto Michel, Der Brief an die RBmer ("Kr1t1sch-exeget1scher 
Kommentar l!ber das Neue Testament 11 ; 4. Abt. 10. Autl.; 
G8ttingen:·Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1~55), i• 297; c. K. 
Barrett, Ihe Epistle to the Rotans ( Black a New Testament 
Commentar es"; LOndon: Ad&iD & Charles Black, 1957), pp. 6, 
256. Likewise Wolfgang Schrage thinks Rom. 14-15 is the 
single Pauline exhortation which reflects the Roman situation. 
Die konkreten Einzel ebote n de aul nischen Parlnese 
ters oh: Ge Mohri, 9 , pp. - 2. c. • Do s more 
cautious: -w.nether there were actually burning questions at 
Rome we do·not know. It is likely enough." The Epistle of 
Paul to the Romans ("The Moffatt !lew Testament Commentary .. ; 
New York: Harper, n •. d.), p. 212. · 
It is not necessary, however, to presuppose that Paul 
was familiar with this aspect or the Roman situation. T. w. 
Manson argued plausibly the circular nature or Romans. "at. 
Paul's Letter to the Romans--and Others," B. J. R. L., 31 
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14th chapter is emancipated from the presupposition that it 
had to do with the Roman situation, its relevance to the 
Corinthian situation becomes ot considerable significance. 
The tact that Paul dealt with such a problem in Corinth and 
that he wrote the letter to the Romans in Corinth after his 
involvement with it brings the account 1n Romansinto the pro-
ximity of the Corinthian situation. This is not to say that 
such a problem did not exist in Rome or elsewhere. On the 
contrary, the tact Paul discussed the matter 1n Romans indi-
cates that he assumed the possibility ot its existence else-
where. 
Certainly the most striking parallel between I Cor. 
8-10 and Rom. 14:1-15:13 is not Paul's description ot the 
weak brethren but his exhortation ot brotherly love and living 
in harmony in regard to the dietary problem (I Cor. 8:13,9, 
(1948), 224-40. In agreement with Manson, Johannes Munck 
writes: "scholars need no longer look in the church at Rome 
tor the 9ackground ot the letter to the Romans." Paul and 
the galvat1on of Mankind, P• 200. Probably the·most vocal 
intis reapect is Bornkamm ("Romans as Paul's Last Will," 
p. 7): "we are on the wrong track with the questions about 
the actual conditions ot the church in Rome. We shall not 
find the solution to the problem of the historical context 
ot Romans by following this path." J. R. Richards ("Romans 
and I Corinthians: Their Chronolosical Relationship and Com-
parative Dates," N. T. s., 13(1966), 14-30) attirms that the 
Corinthian problems are reflected in Romans. He argues rightly 
the proximity of Romans and I Corinthians, but his attempt to 
establish the priority ot Romans over I Corinthians is less 
successful, hampered by various conjectures. Bornkamm, for 
instance, sees in Romans more developed reflections than in 
I Corinthians (Rom. 1-3 vs. I Cor. 1:21; Rom. 5:12,21 vs. I 
cor. 15:21,45), and also finds "an echo of II Cor. v. 18f" 
in Rom. 5:1-11. "Romans as Paul's Last Will, •• pp. 9-10 •. 
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10:29, Rom. 14:15,15:1).1 This almost identical advice or 
Paul to the issue raised is not necessarily proof that the 
weak in I Cor. 8-10 are identical with those in Romans. 
Nevertheless, it is impossible to deny entirely that the 
Roman·account reflects at least in some respects the Corin-
thian situation. 
If one assumes that the Roman account does not neces-
sarily presuppose that the dietary problem was an acute and 
concrete issue in Rome, it becomes understandable why it is 
somewhat more generalized and provided with further explana-
tions than is the Corinthian account. By examining with due 
caution the dissimilarities and discrepancies between the two 
treatments and especially the additions to the Roman account, 
one may gain assistance in clarifying the Corinthian situation. 
1. The weak Brethren 
The weak brethren 1n I Cor. 8 are those who are weak 
in conscience (8:7,10), while in Romans 14 they are called 
the weak in •faith (14:1 ). According to Michel, &oeeve'i' ,;fl 
nio'teL is a Hellenistic coinage but the same thought can be 
round 1n the semitic milieu also; here Paul views it rrom 
1The structure or his argument also shows similarity. 
cr. Hans Frhr. von Soden, "sacrament und Ethik bel Paulus," 
in urchristentum und Gescb1chte, Bd. I (T~b1ngen: J. c. B.· 
Mohr, 1951), P• 257. 
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the pneumatic point of view. 1 The plural ,;(;)v d.ouva:t(A)V ( 15:1) 
ascertains that they are a radical group.2 Moreover, the 
weak ones are apparently in the minority: ~poaAa~~avea9e 
(14:1) shows they are not many in number and present no danger 
to the strong; in I Cor. 8:7 'ttVet; (=o~x ev ~CiatV ) in 
contrast to 1rav'te' in 8:1 clearly indicates the minority 
status of the weak ones. 
Many exegetes assume the identity of those two descrip-
tions: the weakness in conscience is a theme in variation of 
the weakness in faith; weak conscience--in relation to de-
filed food--is a specific description of weak faith.3 The 
weak brethren in conscience are those who fear the influence 
of idols, those who lack confidence in the power of Christ 
which had overcome all other powers of the world. The oppo-
site of weakness, then, is faith.4 The weak brethren, lack-
ing in faith, are unable to eat the food offered to idols as 
ordinary food for fear that in so doing they will come in 
touch with idol and idol worship. Those who possess knowledge 
1Michel, R~er, p. 298. 2Ibid., P• 229, n. 2. 
-
3Max Rauer, Die Schwachen in Korinth und Rom nach 
den Paulusbriefen ("Bibilsche atli!len," Bd. XXI, 2. und 3. 
Heft; Freiburg: Herder, 1923), PP• 31, ·123. Ed. Riggenbach, 
"Die atarken und Schwachen in der r8mischen Gemeinde,u 
Theolosische Studien und Kritiken, 6(1893), 669. Also, Banday 
and Headlam, Romans. p. 384; T. w. N. T., VII, 913. 
4Rauer, op. cit., p. 31. 
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(or those strong 1n fatth) maintain firmly that the matter 
of defilement was solved once tor all in Christ. For them 
food is food no matter how it is considered by others (Rom. 
14:14). Thus, according to this view, there is no difference 
between the weakness of conscience and the weakness of faith. 
The present writer thinks that the identity of the two, though 
not mistaken, leads to a one-sided evaluation of the weak 
brethren. The clarification will be made later. 1 
von Soden points out that conscience in I Cor. 8:7, 
10 has primarily nothing to do with the moral imperative: It is 
das unmittelbare Selbstbewussts:ein, das jewell& die 
Wahrheit aber sich selbst kennt und von dem in Wort oder 
Tat GeMusserten unterscheidet,· das Mitwissen 1m Binne 
des Mi,wissers, d~ gegen4ber wir nichts verbergen oder 
verleugnen .k8nnen.2 
Only God discerns conscience. Von Soden argues that the weak 
brethren are those who want to appear strong by acting as it 
they have knowledge, as if they do not fear gods, nevertheless 
their conscience is the witness to their secret desire and 
fear.3 If, however, the weak brethren are accustomed to idols, 
and if their conscience is weak--i. e. they are not yet com-
pletely convinced of the supremacy of Christ--the logical 
inference is that they would join tbe group of the strong and 
could satisfy their secret desire under the shadow ot the 
1 see pp. 76-90 below. 
2v'on Soden, op. cit., p. 242, n. 3. 
3 Ibid., p. 242. 
-
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strong ones in faith. In short, they would have no reason 
to raise a dietary issue. This view is obviously untenable. 1 
Whether to eat or not to eat the rood offered to idols was 
an open question, and tor this reason it was brought to Paul 
tor advice. Rom. 14:1 assumes clearly the readers can under-
stand what is meant by -rov <iaeevouv-ra., 2 the clarification 
ot which is added in 14:2. 
Excursus: Was the Case of the Weak Brother Hypothetical? 
Recently Hurd attempted to argue that the weak brother 
is "a hypothetical construction or Paul's, created tor the 
purpose or his argument."3 This contention constitutes the 
fourth point or his larger argument that Paul raced only the 
knowledgeable Corinthians in 8:1-13 and 10:23-11:1.4 His 
argument consists or three more points besides the above men-
tioned: (1) there is no firm eVidence in I Cor. 1-4 to estab-
lish as tact that the Corinthian church was divided into 
parties; (2) Paul did not try to accommodate himself to two 
opposing viewpoints in I Cor. 8-10 (one in 8:1-13 and the 
other in 10:1-22); (3) the slogans in 8:1-13,10:23-11:1 (8:1, 
4,5,6,8,10:23) are Paul's quotations from the knowledgeable 
1This is due in part to the inadequate understanding 
ot "conscience, u For the further discussion, see pp. 80-90 
bel9w. 
2cr. Michel, RB.mer, p. 298. 
3Hurd, op. cit., p. 148. 4 Ibid., PP• 117-25. 
-
59 
Corinthians. 
Hurd's proposal warrants a careful examination, tor 
if' it proves convincing it af'tects the present investigation 
considerably. Corresponding to the three points mentioned 
above: (1) The difficulty 1n delineating group divisions in 
I Cor. 1-4 does not prove there were no divisions concerning 
the food offered to idols. Hurd concedes "there is a bare 
possibility that the Cephas party, if' it existed as a party, 
contea;ted the freedom of' other Corinthians in their use of' 
idol meat•"' Barrett regards this as the major cause of' the 
dietary p~blem in Corinth. 2 (2) Hurd points out correctly 
that 10:1-22 does not presuppose a scrupulous party over 
against the gnostics. The passage is directed toward the 
latter. Again this does not att1rm that the weak ones did 
not exist in Corinth. (3) He is entirely justified in claim-
ing that "these slogans give valuable information about the 
enlightened position opposed to Paul's. ••3 
Hurd presents two grounds tor the view that the "weaker 
brother case" is Paul's hypothet3.cal construction. (a) the 
usage of the.term 'weak' in I Corinthians is varied. 4 He 
lists 1:25,26,27,4:10,9:22,11:30 and 12:22. He is unable to 
1 Ibid • , p. 11 8. 
-
2c. K. Barrett, "Things sacrificed to Idols," N. T. 
s.' 11 ( 1964)' 147. -
-
'aurd, op. cit., p. 123. 4Ibid., p. 124. 
-
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see, he contends, a hint or a weak party in 1:15,26,27,4:10. 
Certainly these passages do not imply the existence of a 
"weak" party. Here the discussion is unrelated to I Cor. 8-
10. It is concerned with the kerygma and the wisdom of God. 
12:22 is also unrelated; it appears in one or Paul's ana-
logical illustrations. The LXX and the New Testament show 
clearly the various meanings &aeev~' conveyed. One cannot 
argue from these passages the hypothetical nature of the weak 
ones, for both the context and usage of daeev~' differ from 
those in I Cor. 8-10. The usage 1n these passages is irrele-
vant to the weak ones in I Cor. 8-10. According to Hurd 9:22 
refers to Paul's "missionary practice," not to the Corinthians. 1 
First or all, one cannot distinguish strictly Paul's mission-
ary practice from his 'pastoral care,' as one might call it. 
His calling was to found the church (I Cor. 1:17,3:6,10, Rom. 
15:20), but all of his extant letters, with the possible ex-
ception of the Romans, are the telling evidence of his pastoral 
care.2 Hurd reasons that not only the parallel construction 
of 9:22 to 9:20,21 but also *'the tact that all five occur-
rences of xepo~aoo are summed up with the aooaoo of 9:22 makes 
this special interpretation [1. e. 'seeking the special 
1 Ibid., p. 1 24. 
2cf. I cor. 4:14, II cor. 12:14,11:28, Phil. 2:22, 
I Thess. 2:7, 11. 
61 
welfare of a person' 1] of the fifth xepOT]ow still more 1m-
probable."2 However, he overlooks Paul's oaretu1 use of the 
qualifying preposition CA\, in 9:20,21 and its laok in 9:22.3 
Moreover, 10:32,33, a parallel thought structure to 9:19-23, 
has esoaped his attention. In 10:32 Paul mentions non-Chris-
tians--Jews and Greeks--and the ohuroh of God in the same 
breath. Thus, n:O.atv 1n 10:33 refers not only to Jews and 
Greeks but also to the ohuroh of Christ. So does the subjeot 
of awewatv. awaw in 9:22, as well as xepOT]ow, therefore, 
oan be inclusive of the weak Christians. Paul may well have 
meant Christians raoing destruction by the thoughtless be-
havior or the knowledgeable co-believers (8:11). 4 
(b) Finally Hurd oontends: "The really striking faot 
. 
is that in 8:10-3 and 10:28,29 the 'weak brother' is com-
pletely hypothetical and indefinite • • • Only in 8:7-9 is 
there any slight degree of definitenesa."5 This statement 
is hardly warranted. It is not olear that 8:7-9 shows only a 
"slight degree of definiteness." It is as definite as any 
1Frederik William Grosheide, commentary on the First 
EPistle to the Corinthians ("The New International Commentary 
on the New Testament"; Grand·RaPids: wm. B. Eerdmans, 1953), 
p. 214. 
2Hurd, op. oit., p. 124, n. 2. 3cf. pp. 89-90 below. 
4ao Gdnther Bornkamm, "The Missionary Stanoe of Paul 
in I Corinthians 9 and in Aota,• in Studies in Luke-Aots, 
Essa a resented in honor of Paul ohubert, ea. L. E. Keok 
and J. L. Martyn N. Y.: Abin on Press, 966), p. 195. 
5Hurd, op. oit., P• 125. 
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declarative sentence. In 8:10 the protasis ~O.v yap -r l' and 
the apodosis io~ should rather be taken to indicate the 
probable future. 1 -ri' in 10:27 is a non-Christian, and 
-ri' in 10:28 the same person referred to by ~xe'ivov 't'OV 
~~vucrav't'a who is probably a weak brother.2 The conditional 
construction of the sentence, as it is in 8:10, conveys the 
future probability. This interpretation can claim the sup-
port of I Cor. 5:10. 
None ot the arguments HUrd presents to refute the 
existence of the weak brothers in Corinth withstands critical 
examination. However, Hurd is right in recognizing that I 
Cor. 8:1-13, 10:23-11:1 is directed to one front only, that 
ot the knowledgeable brothers. His proposal gives the 1m-
pression that the Corinthians gave Paul an academic qualify-
ing examination with the ulterior motive of depreciating his 
apostolic authority, to which Paul answered elusively, creat-
ing the hypothetical case of the weak brother.3 
1i. Rom. 14:3 
The dispute over opinions, the humiliation the weak 
1Blass and DeBrunner, op. cit., p. 190. 
2so Johannes Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief ("Kritisch-
exegetischer Kommentar aber das Neue Testament," 5. Abt. 9. 
Aufl.; G8ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1910), p. 265. 
Against von Soden, op. cit., p. 251, where he is of the opinion 
that ~-repo' does not rater to the ~T}vucra' • 
3aurd, op. cit., pp. 147-48. 
63 
ones suffered from the strong,1 and the Judgment by which 
the weak counteracted against the strong (14:3), none of 
these are mentioned in I Corinthians. 2 However, the fact 
that the problem was reported to Paul for advice is an indica-
tion that it was not settled among the Corinthians themselves. 
It is highly probabl~ that the so-called weak brethren would 
not have been totally passive in the dietary issue. "Eat 
. 
without raising any question on the ground of conscience" 
(I Cor. 10:27) might have meant not only the question within 
oneself but that of expressing i~ public. At any rate, it 
is tmportant to note the seemingly fragile condition of the 
weak brethren Paul portrays in I Corinthians. 
iii. Rom. 14:2 
The weak brethren in I Corinthians are by no means 
vegetarians (I Cor. 10:28), while Rom. 14:2 leads one to be-
lieve that the weak in Romans are strict vegetarians and ab-
stain from wine also (Rom. 14:2,21). o aoeevwv A.axa.va. 
~oeie1 is first of all the opposite of ~' nl~euel ~a.ye1v 
1 ~;;oueeve1v has a pneumatic connotation: "nicht 
nur eine ver!chtliche Aktion, sondern auch eine bestimmte 
pneumatische·6berheblichkeit." G4ttgemanns, op. cit., p. 
176, n. 30. 
2Bornkamm, "Missionary Stance," p. 196. Bornkamm 
notices this difference but does not pursue it further. 
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xav~a •1 These are Paul's characterizations in two extremes.2 
More important to observe is that the alleged vegetarianism 
is not the center or the issue: the matter or concern is the 
impurity or rood, which then compels the weak to vegetarian-
ism. This causal relationship has been contested on the 
grounds (1) that since the heathens did not consider every 
kind or meat suitable tor offering, the vegetarians cannot 
be identified with the abstainers of the meat offered to idols, 
i. e. there was some meat available which could be eaten with-
out raising the dietary issue;3 (2) that the food offered 
to idols is not mentioned at all in Rom. 14:1-15:13; (3) that 
there were Hellenistic ascetics who abstained from all that 
was f~~oxov •4 These objections in themselves cannot be re-
futed. However, it cannot be conclusively shown from the 
Roman account that the weak ones in Romans were Christian 
converts from such a Hellenistic asceticism and not a desig-
nation or Jewish Ohristians who abstained from meat in rear 
ot unknowingly coming in contact with impure meat.5 For 
1sanday and Headlam, Romans, p. 385: "a typical in-
stance to balance the first." · 
2 . 
Riggenbach, op. cit., p. 669; Rauer, op. cit., p. 95. 
3Kdmmel in Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 180; Barrett, 
Romans , p. · 256. 
4aauer, op. cit., pp. 148-51; ct. Schlatter, Gerechtis-
keit, p. 368. 
-
5aee further pp. 73•75 below. For the discussion or 
Jewish Christian encratism, see Jean Danielou, The Theology 
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instance, it is impossible to attribute 14:2,21 to the ascetics 
in exclusion of Jewish Christians.' Rauer distinguishes 
the contention of the weak brethren in Romans from that in 
I Corinthians by insisting that in Romans meat is considered 
impure in itself, not on account of its defilement by being· 
offered to idols, which is the Corinthian contention.2 To 
be sure, Paul reflects the position of the strong ones in 
Rom. 14:14: "I know and am persuaded in the Lord Jesus3 that 
nothing is unclean in itself." It is possible, but not neces-
sary, to deduce from this passage the claim of the weak, 'meat 
is impure in itself by its own nature.' Paul does not mention 
meat specifically. The passage can be applied to the food 
o.ffered to idols as well. The claim Paul encounters here 
can be that the essence of food is defiled by offering it to 
idols. 4 If so taken, the notion that the weak ones eat (only) 
of Jewish Chr stianit , trans. and ed. John .A. Baker ("The 
Deve opment of Chr stian Doctrine Before the Council of Nicaea," 
Vol. I; Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1964), pp. 370-75. 
1schlatter, Gerechti6keit, p. 369. 
2aauer, op. cit., P• 106. 
3The formula indicates the full apostolic authority. 
Michel writes (R8mer, P• 306, n. 5): "doch zitiert Pla nicht 
ausdrdcklich das·Wort Jesu, sondern spricht von seiner Ver-
bundeBheit mit Jesus Christus,die nicht nur in der Aufnahme 
eines liortes, sondern auch 1n einer tfbereinst1mmung mit·der 
in Jesus Christ us geschehen Offenbarang .. Gottes besteht.,. 
4R1ggenbach, oi. cit., p. 675; Mlchel, R8mer,p. 297; 
H. L. Strack and P. Bi lerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testa-
ment aus Talmud und Midrasch~ Bd. III (Mlfiichen: ·Beck, 1§26), 
p. 267. The use ot xo 'v6, designating uncleanness in the 
religious sense is "almost exclusively Jewish." Barrett, 
Romans, p. 263; Sanday and Headlam, Romans, p.·390. 
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vegetables reflects mainly an extreme caution to avoid any 
possibility of unintentional defilement. That 14:14 refers 
to ritual impurity is further strengthened by Paul's un-
pretentious introduction of abstinence of wine in 14:21. If 
vegetarianism is the center of the issue, it is not intelli-
gible why the drinking of wine is introduced as if an after-
thought. It is only natural, on the other hand, if it is to 
mean the insistence of the weak ones in the purity of food. 1 
The offering of wine was wide-spread practice 1n Hellenistic 
religions, and it is also known that food other than meat 
and wine, e. g. oil, honey, flour, was used as offering. 2 
Thus, there is no reason to dissociate 14:14 as a whole, which 
includes beside meat and wine "anything that makes your broth-
er stumble," from the food off~red to idols.3 It is clear 
from I Cor. 8:7,10,10:28 that the avoidance of e£o~A69o~o~ 
was for the weak brethren a matter of conscience, not of law 
or coersion. Whether eloooA69u~o~ in I Cor. 8 is to be con-
sidered to refer to the food offered to idols or to the meat 
offered to idols is not certain.4 I Cor. 10:23-11:1, especially 
1so Schlatter, Gerechtigteit, p. 377. 
2 cr. Rauer, op. cit., p. 1· 
3As long as the Sitz 1m Leben of Rom. 14 is sought in 
Rome, one may distinguish Rom. 14:1-14 as the discussion of 
the Roman situation from 14:15-23 which one may then designate 
as a general rule. This distinction disappears if Rom. 14 is 
to be taken as a reflection of the past experience of Paul. 
4 cr. Rauer, op. cit., p. 1· 
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<. 
10:25, deals with meat only. It is known that the offer-
ing ceremony was performed in public as well as in private, 
and also common was the practice that the offering ceremony 
was conducted during slaughtering.1 For this reason, meat 
may have been particularly problematic. Barrett, however, 
contends that the meat offered to idols was not so often 
available in the market as commonly thought, so that 11a mid-
dle to lower class household in Corinth (I Cor. 1,26), buy-
ing its supplies in the macellum, would very often make pur-
chases that had no connexion with idolatry."2 The point of 
contention here is less significant it the issue in Corinth 
was concerned primarily with the private invitations. 
i v. Rom. 1 4: 5-9 
In Rom. 14:5-6, the day observance is mentioned in 
connection with the dietary issue. According to Riggenbach3 
and others, 4 the dietary restriction. ot the weak brethren 
is limited to certain days in contrast to the disregard of 
such days on the part ot the strong in faith. The day obser-
vance, then, is another characteristic of the weak. It is 
1see ~., pp. 6-7; K4mmel in Lietzmann, Korinther, 
p. 180. 
2Barrett, .. Things Sacrificed to Idols," p. 146. 
3op. cit., ·p. 653. 
4see Rauer, op. cit., pp. 128, 173. 
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highly unlikely that the dietary practice of the weak is in 
a specific way related to the day obserYance. That the weak 
ones abstain from the defiled food ~ng the day (or days) 
designated for observance, while eating the same on the other 
days, breaks the train of thought and, furthermore, it is not 
compatible with 14:14. The food which is once judged defiled 
remains impure regardless of the day set for observance or 
otherwise. 
Schlatter avoids the transitional difficulty by dis-
sociating the day observance from the dietary issue but keep-
ing the association between the day observance and the weak 
brethren. He suggests that the weak, just as they make the 
value judgment on food, differentiate days also, while the 
strong in taith live every day responsibly. 1 .According to 
him, the· insertion ot the day observance refers to the be-
ginning of Sunday as a Christian festive day: as the insti-
tution of a Christian fest day was in process of formation 
with the custom ot a common meal, the strong stressed the 
equality of all days for Christian lite in contrast to the 
Jewish calender to. which the weak were accustomed.2 This 
1He writes: "Far Paulus und die von ibm Gefdhrten 
war dagegen Jeder Tag heilig, Jeder schon deshalb wertvoll, 
weil er ein Tag war; ihnen [ the weak ] lag es am Tag." .9:!::, 
reoht16ke1t, p. 371. One may note that until 14:7, where a 
theological digression begins, Paul keeps himself in distance, 
whereas Schlatter's interpretation involves him in an improba-
ble manner. Also Michel, R8mer, p. 297. 
2schlatter, Gerechtlgteit, p. 371; Barrett, Romans, 
p. 259. 
view preserves the unity of the meaning of xpive' in 14:5. 1 
However, it severs the relationship between the day obser-
vance and the dietary issue which is the theme of Rom. 14. 2 
Rauer thinks that Rom. 14:5-6, and Rom. 14 as a whole, 
becomes intelligible if one assumes the existence of the 
majority who belong neither to the strong nor to the weak. 
According to him, the majority of the congregation found 
themselves in the middle of the road between the strong who 
ate all and the weak who were vegetarians.3 He proposes 
that the majority obserYed the day, 1. e. the fast day, 4 and 
that among those who esteemed all days alike were the strong 
as well as the weak. The strong, he expla1ns,5 did not under-
stand the·way of the Christian fast day at all, while the 
'It one seeks a close relationship between the dietary 
practice and day observance while maintaining the day obser-
vance as referring to the practice ot the weak, the meaning 
of xpivetv has to be taken in two ways in its two occurrences 
in v. 5· For example, Michel (Rllmer, p-. 301): '1fl!r den e1nen 
1st e1n besttmmter Tag von besonderer Bedeutung·gegen~ber dem 
anderen ( xp i ve & v = .. praeterre ~J ··,;der anderen dagegen set zt 
Jeden Tag gle1ch (xpive1v =non discernere)." 
2sanday and Headlam (Romans, PP• 401-402) are of the 
opinion that in Rom. 14 Paul speaks only in terms of principles, 
drawing typical instances which reflect the past controversies. 
According to Sanday and Headlam, there is no need to seek a 
connection between the dietary practice (I Cor.) and day ob-
servance {Gal.). The discussion ot Rom. 14 is not a collection 
ot loosely connected ·themes. For this reason, the day obser-
vance of vv. 5-6 should be considered within the framework of 
the dietary problem discussed 1n Rom. 14. 
3aauer, op. cit., p. 95. 
5Ibid., p. 183. 
-
4 Ibid., p. 180. 
-
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weak fasted every day, aDd that these three groups are noted 
in 14:6: 'He--the majority--who observes the day, observes 
it in honor of the Lord, he--the strong--who also eats, eats 
in honor of the Lord • • • , while be--the weak--who abstains, 
abstains in honor of the Lord.' As&inst Rauer may be noted 
the following: (1) the strong and the weak, as Paul speaks 
here, may well be two extreae characterizations, yet he men-
tions nowhere the majority who are unaffected by the contro-
versy; (2) no matter how extended is the sense or the col-
lective singular, ~, oe xpive' ~aaav ~~epav cannot be con-
ceived inclusive or two groups who are two opposites and 
between whom the discussion rages; and finally (3) through-
out Rom. 14 Paul is concerned with the strong and the weak; 
therefore it is only natural to assume that be is concerned 
with those two groups in 14:5 also. It is important to con-
sider tbat as long as the problea concerns the impurity of 
food, the observance or a special day is not likely to have 
a direct bearing on the practice or the weak brethren. On 
the other hand, 14:5-6 1s clearly an integral part of the 
discussion. 1 The integration of 14:5 to Paul's over-all 
1The textual evidence is indecisive. yap supported 
by Hesychian texts al lat. provides the unbroken continuity 
between 14:4 and 14T). The oa1ss1Q~ ot yap claims likewise 
the significant textual support, p46 B K D G pm sy. With 
yap the reading is smoother. Probably it is a very early 
correction. so Michel, ijBaer, p. 301, n. 2. 
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discussion becomes intelligible if one assumes that here 
he states the problem from another point of view. He brings 
the matter of the observance ot days as an illustrative side 
line to the major discussion.1 Contrary to the assumption 
of many interpreters, it is proposed here that the '*strong 
in faith" are to be identified with those who observe the 
day and "the weak in faith" with those who esteem all days 
alike. This interpretation not only makes the transition 
smooth but can be supported on a structual ground: (1) 8, ~ev 
(ycJ.p) Kp £veL rl~SpaV 1tap' n~epav, 0' OE XpVE l 1tfioav T)~epaV 
is an exact reiteration of 14:2, o' ~ev TILo~euel .•• 
o o€ O.oaevwv and v. 3, o t oa t cuv . 
• • 
(2) the use of 11:pooA.a~"aveo6e already anticipates tm equality 
of the strong and weak before God (14:1,3)3 am for this rea-
son Paul leaves the question of the difference in the motives 
1xichel, RBmer, p. 298; sanday and Headlam, Romans, 
p. 368. Gal. 4:16,11 and Col. 2:16-17 are not exact paral-
lels to this passage. In Romans Paul does not warn the Romans 
against this practice. As to the passages in Gal. and Col., 
the polemical front in the respective letters must be care-
fully-taken into account. 
2Michel, R8mer, p. 301. Michel recognizes only the 
parallel grammatical structure o' ~l v, o' ol. The present 
writer thinks that the order of the groups in the grammatical 
construction o'<; ~ev, 0' oe may be parallel to v. 2. 
3Michel argues aO't"OV ( 14:3) refers to the strong: 
uGott hat sich in seiner Gnade auoh des Freien angenommen, 
und er lebt aus der gleichen Gnade wie der Enthaltsame." 
Rlfmer, p. 300. 
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of specific convictions unasked. 1 The line of Paul's argu-
ment continues from 14:4 somewhat as follows: those who are 
strong esteem one day as better than another, but the weak 
esteem all days alike. The weak abstain from the meat, wine 
and other food which they regard as defiled. On the other 
hand, the strong who eat all, are indifferent to the dis-
tinction of the pure and impure. Though they do not make 
any distinction as far as food is concerned, they do make 
distinctions among days, at least they observe certain days, 
while all days are alike tor the weak. 2 Here the role is 
reversed. One way or the other, one must be convinced in 
his mind that he is doing it in honor of the Lord.3 
Whether this day observance refers to Christian, 
Jewish or gentile practice is not certatn. 4 If 14:5a is 
taken to refer to the strong, Christian day observance is 
tavored.S In any event, it is important to note that the 
1
"Ihre .Aufnahme dart nicht dazu gesohehen, damit die 
Motive, die die Schwachen und die Starken bewegen, untersuoht 
werden." Schlatter, Gerechti6keit, p. 365 • 
. 
2Perhaps in regard to their dietary practice. 
3The problem was probably felt most acutely when they 
gathered for a communal meal and came to give thanks ( euxa-
plcr~ei ~~ ee~ ). Ct. Michel, R!mer, p. 302. 
4 . 
Rauer, o~. cit., p. 180; Sanday and Headlam, Romans, 
pp. 386-87; Miche , Rbmer, p. 301; Strack and Billerbeck, 
Kommentar zum Neuen Testament, III, PP• 308f. 
5.E. g. I Corinthians testifies to the disorder at 
the communal meal. 
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nature or the day observance is not the point or discussion. 1 
Paul simply states the difference in their practices and 
that is sufficient. The tact that the strong observe certain 
days serves his purpose. 
v. The Weak in Faith 
In order to assess the difference between the Corin-
th1an and Roman accounts one must first inquire as to who 
are meant by the weak in faith in Romans. Such an attempt 
meets immediate difficulty. It is amply clear that Paul dis-
courages delving into the motives or the dietary practice.2 
He attempts to establish. the equality of Christians in Christ 
despite their heterogeneous convictions. For this reason, 
he suppresses the, individuality or their origins, unless 
it is necessary tor his argument. Therefore, the background 
of the weak ones in Romans cannot be stated in clear terms. 
It is possible, however, at least to point out their general 
milieu. 
Rauer suggests the weak in Romans would have been 
Christian converts who were previously ascetic-dualistic 
gnostics.3 His th,es1s is questionable. Even though one may 
1so Schlatter, Gerechtiskeit, p. 370; Sanday and 
Headlam, Bomans, p. 386• 
2
"na Paulus die Untersuchung der Motive verbot, 1st 
es selbstverstMndl1ch, dass auch er n1cht l!ber sie sprach. '' 
Schlatter, Gerechti5keit, pp. 366, 396. 
3Rauer, op. cit., P• 165. 
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have good reason to speak of an incipient Gnosticism exist-
ing contemporaneous to the rise or Christianity,1 it is still 
doubtful that "the weak in taith," as they were designated 
in Romans, could have been those whose religious motivation 
was steeped in gnostic religiosity. Even in this early stage 
its fundamental characteristic was the possession of a supe-
rior knowledge, as clearly witnessed in I Corinthians.2 It 
is not probable that the converted gnostics needed such 
brotherly care as Paul exhorted repeatedly to the strong 
( 14: 15ff). 
The disputed issue, the clean and unclean food (14: 
14), is suggestive or the Jewish tradition.3 The Christian 
1see Rudolf Bultmann, Theolo of the New Testament, 
trans. Kendrick Grobel, Vol. I N. Y.: Char es Scribners, 
1951), pp. 163-83; Ernst Haenchen~ "Gab es eine vorchrist-
liche Gnosis?" z. Th. K., 49(1952J, ·316-49L R. P. Casey, 
"Gnosis, Gnosticism and the New Testament, The 'Back,round 
ot the New Testament and Ita Eachatologz1 In honor o Charles Harold Dodd (cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1956), 
pp. 76-86. Johannes Munck, "The New Testament and Gnosticism," 
in Current Issues in Ne estament Inter retation Essa s in 
honor o Otto A. Piper N. Y.: Harper, 9 2 , p. 2 ; Grant, 
Gnosticism and Early Christianity, p. 13: '•It is only by 
inference that we can argue that there is a pre-Christian 
gnosis." 
2schmithals, Gnoaia, passim. 
3so Michel, RBmer, pp. 297, 314, n. 1; Riggenbach, 
op. cit., p. 675· The supporters of the Jewish origin hypothe-
sis combine usually the purity issue with the day observance. 
The evidence from the Old Testaa,at, apocalyptic, Hellenistic 
and rabbinic Judaiam is collected by Riggenbach, op. cit., 
pp. 670-73. Rauer rejects the Jewish Christian hypothesis 
on the following grounds: (1) Why did they reject all meat? 
Not all meat is defiled in itself. (2) If they were ardent 
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dietary practice did not necessarily imply the meticulous 
observance or the Jewish laws from a sense or duty. It meant 
in all probability a voluntary restriction which had been 
retained by religious zea1.1 It was carried over from the 
previous faith and acquired a Christian meaning.2 Paul makes 
it clear in Rom 15:1-13 that he is concerned with the unifi-
cation of the Jewish and Gentile Christians. It is highly 
probable that in Rom. 15 Paul extended and expanded the dis-
parity between the weak brethren and the strong, thus uniting 
the dietary issue with the general theme of Romans. Conversely, 
if the logical development in Rom. 14 and 15 is to be main-
tained, Paul's argument in Rom. 15 necessitates the identifi-
cation or the weak in faith with the Jewish Christians.3 
Jewish Christians, did they not speak of circumcision as much 
as the Mosaic laws? (3) If the so-called weak ones insisted 
on keeping the law, why did Paul not sense it as the poten-
tially dangerous Judaizing trend and take a sterner measure? 
Op. cit., pp. 128-36. Against Rauer the following points 
may be raised: (1) The issue was not the meat in itself but 
the defilement. (2) rhe dietary restriction which the weak 
ones practiced was not considered essential nor integral to 
the gospel; therefore it was entirely of a different nature 
from the demand or circumcision as the partial claim of the 
gospel. (3) The abstinence was an expression of the devo-
tion to the Lord. 
1R1ggenbach, op. cit., p. 654. 
2That an ascetic tendency may have round a rationale 
in Christian eschatolo8l seems a justifiable assumption. cr. 
Rauer, op. cit., PP• 166-67. 
3Michel, R8mer, p. 316. 
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vi. The Jewish Christiana in Corinth 
If one assumes that the Roman account reflects in 
part the Corinthian situation, one may conclude that there 
were in Corinth some Jewish Christiana who adhered to a 
strict practice pertaining to ritual purity, 1 not by a sense 
of duty to keep the ritual purity demanded by the Mosaic law 
but in their eschatological devotion to Christ. Bornkamm's 
remark is appropriate: 
Paul never thought of making Jewish Christiana over 
into Gentile Christians. He rather fought tor the unity 
· or the church including both Jews and Gentiles. The 
fact that he did not demand obedience to the law does 
not imply, therefore, that he opposed any and every 
observance of the law among Jewa.2 
The designation "the weak ones •• is certainly mis-
leading tor such Jewish Christiana.3 It can only be the 
derisive remark or those who claim to possess knowledge. It 
is hardly conceivable that the so-called weak ones, if they 
were Jewish Christians, did not react against the contemp-
tuous charge. 4 That the Jewish group existed in Corinth is 
1aauer too holds 1t to be very probable that the 
Jewish Christiana in Corinth practiced the dietary restric-
tions. Op. cit., p. 38. 
2Bornkamm, "Missionary Stance;" P• 205. 
3uachwach i~t das Gewissen nicht dann wenn es die 
G8tzen f4Pchtet und ihr Opfer vermeidet; so hMtte Paulus die 
erst en Apostel und die Chriatenhei t Jerusalem . achwach gennant. •• 
Schlatter, Paulus der Bote Jesu, p. 260. 
4 cr. Rauer, op. cit., p. 93. 
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reasonably certain, as it is indicated by "Cephas party" 
(I Cor. 1:12). 1 However, the identification of the Jewish 
Christians with "the weak brethren" in Corinth is doubtful. 
Rauer is Justified in his denial or such identification, as 
he points out that since the weak·in Corinth were totally 
passive, they were not Jewish Christians. He thinks that 
if they, i. e. those ot the Cephas party, had practiced the 
dietary restriction, they would have done it in a manner of 
the strong, not of the weak.2 The suggestion proposed here 
is that the influence ot Jewish Christiana was being felt as 
the food offered to idols became the ieaue between the gnostic 
Christians and the w.eak brethren. Barrett is right when he 
says: 
The problem of e [cSooA.69u,;a would seldom arise, and 
possibly would never have arisen in a Gentile Church 
like that of Corinth if Jewish Christiana (the Cephas 
group, perhaps) had not raised it.3 
It seems certain that this particular dietary issue was 
raised in the presence or under the influence of the Jewish 
party. Both e 1CcSooA.o' and e loooA.69u,;o' are strictly Jewish 
1Beside many commentaries on I Corinthians, see T. w. 
Manson, Studies in the Goseels and Epistles {ed. Matthew Black; 
Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1962), pp. 194-207; 
c. K. Barrett, "Cephas and Corinth," in -"braham unaer Vater, 
pp. 1-12. 
2aauer, op. cit., p. 66; also Schlatter, Paulus der 
Bote Jesu, p. 260. 
3Barrett, "Things Sacrificed to Idola," p. 146. 
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terma. 1 However, the specific problem discussed in I Cor. 
8-10 was not the scuffle between gnostic and Jewish Chris-
tians,2 but between gnostic Christians and 11the weak ones 
in conscience. " This means that the weak brethren 1n Corinth 
should be diffentiated from Jewish Christians.3 
2. The weak Brethren in Corinth 
i. Their Gentile Origin 
It has long been debated whether the milieu of the 
weak brethren in Corinth was Jewish or Gentile. Those who 
favor the Jewish origin4 point out that the Jews showed ab-
horrence against idol worship and that the contact with the 
food offered to idols was strictly forbidden.5 The Jewish 
1Schlatter, Paulus der Bote Jesu, p. 259; Bauer 
(Arndt-Gingrich), op. cit., P• 226. 
2sarrett write.s ("Christianity at Corinth," p. 284): 
"The adherents of Peter bad to be vigorously resisted so far 
as they represented a legalistic perversion or the Gospel, 
even though in practice Paul might agree with some of their 
conclusions, on the different ground of Christian love and 
consideration tor weaker brothers. •• As far as I Cor. 8-10 
is concerned there is no trace whatsoever or Paul's vigorous 
resistance against "a legalistic perversion" due to the Cephas 
party. That Paul condoned their dietary practice, however, 
may be inferred from I Cor. 8 as well as from Rom. 14. 
3cf. Weiss, 1. Korinther, p. 211. 
4see Rauer, op. cit, p. 36. Also Schlatter, Paulus 
der Bqte Jesu, p. 259. 
5cf. Riggenbach, op. cit, pp. 670-73; Rauer, op. cit., 
p. 37. The major evidence is as follows: Dan. 1, Tob. 1:11, 
2. Mace. 5:27, Josephus, Vita. 3:14. Ct. Ex. 34:15, Num. 25: 
2, Deut. 13:17, Acts 15:20,25. On purity, Lev. 20:25, Deut. 
14:11, 19:20. 
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origin of the weak brethren is untenable for the following 
reasons: 1 (1) with contempt and abhorrence the Jews stood 
against the idol worship; (2) ~lve~ ~~ cruv~eei~ (I Cor. 8:7) 
is hardly compatible with the Jews who followed the Mosaic 
law; (3) !w~ ap~l refers to the pre-Christian custom essen-
tially different from Christianity and also from Judaism with 
which Christianity shared monotheism; and (4) it is also 1m-
probable that Jewish Christians who had a life-long abhor-
rence of idol worship would suddenly feel encouraged to eat 
the defiled food upon seeing other Christians doing so. These 
objections raised against the Jewish origin can be cited in 
favor of the Hellenistic origin of the weak brethren. 
~lve~ oe ~ auv~eet~ !w~ ~P~' finds certainly more 
agreeable correspondence in the Hellenistic milieu than in 
the Jewish. Thus, as far as the weak brethren of whom Paul 
speaks in I Cor. 8-10 were concerned, their Hellenistic origin 
is much preferred to the Jewish. There is good reason to 
assume that the Christians in Corinth who practiced dietary 
restrictions of one sort or another had no homogeneous back-
ground, some came from the Jewish milieu and others from the 
Hellenistic. 
Why the Jewish group in Corinth played no role in 
1see Rauer, op. cit., pp. 37-38. Others follw a 
similar line of reasoning. 
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Paul's treatment of eloooAo9u~o' in Corinth is a matter of 
conjecture. As far as Paul was concerned, the eloooAo9u~o' 
issue between the Jewish and gnostic Christians was probably 
less, if at all, problematic than it was between the weak 
brethren and the gnostic Christians. The whole section in 
which Paul discusses the problems designated by nepi oe 
is concerned with Corinthian enthusiasm. If one is allowed 
to take the Roman account into consideration, he may assume 
that they held their own and were consistent in their practice. 
ii. The Weak Brethren in Conscience 
More important is the question wby the dietary issue 
was taken up by Paul in behalf of the weak brethren converted 
from the Hellenistic milieu. Instructive is the parallelism 
between I Cor. 8 and 10:13-11:1. Once the integrity of I 
Cor. 8-10 is maintained, the general direction of the dis-
course should be taken to point to the conclusion reached 
in 10:23-11:1. One should, therefore, consider the problem 
of the e!owA69u~o' in I Cor. 8 as arising at the meal table 
of a non-believer's home. 8:10 and 10:19-21 refer to the 
particularly excessive conduct of the gnostic Christians, 
not of the weak brethren.1 With this in mind, one may return 
1For the scholarly references, see Hurd, op. cit., 
p. 129, n. 2. If so considered, it is readily understandable 
why the Jewish Christians played no particular role in the 
etoooA69u~o' problem as it is discussed in I Cor. 8-10. Of 
course this does not exclude the possibility that the dialogue, 
to put it mildly, might have been exchanged between the Jewish 
and gnostic Christians. 
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to the difference in description concerning the weak between 
the Corinthian and Roman accounts. 
In contrast to the latter, the former (1) specifies 
that the weak brethren are weak in conscience, and (2) lacks 
the description of the countercharge made by the weak. 
The weakness in conscience is a startling reason for 
the dietary restriction. If one follows the argument of von 
Soden, he must conclude that the weak are only known to God 
and that in man's sight they are indistinguishable, for their 
conscience is the only witness. If this is the case, it 
follows that Paul introduced a very arbitrary, ficticious 
reason, the weak brother's conscience, to substantiate his 
endorsement of refraining from the food ~ffered to idols. 
'·One will never know, 1 he would say, 'who is the weak brother; 
in case the brother sitting next to you is a weak one, you 
had better refrain from the food offered to idols.' The 
hypothesis in favor of the hypothetical brother has been 
discussed already. 1 If the weak brethren were non-eaters 
who were assimilated with the Jewish abstainers, it is in-
comprehensible why Paul made a specific effort to delineate 
them as those "through being hitherto accustomed to idols, 
eat food as really offered to an idol!' ( 8:7) • Correspond-
ingly inappropriate is the description that· "their conscience 
1see pp. 58-62 above. 
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is weak" (8:7). The gnostic Christians may have derided 
their weakness in faith as in Romans, but not their conscience. 
In order to clarify the ambiguity surrounding the 
weak brethren in Corinth, one must first examine the con-
notation of o"ve toT)o '~ more carefully than did von Soden 
who defines it as "the immediate self-consciousness. 11 c. A. 
Pierce has shown that croveioT)ol~ in Paul's letters (1) de-
notes predominantly an integral constituent of human nature, 
(2) refers to one's own moral acts (and resultant character) 
which are specific and which lie in the past, and (3) func-
tions as pain--resultant to such moral acts--within one's 
self. 1 He writes: 
The fundamental connotation of the o"vet6T)o'~ group 
of words is that man is by nature so constituted that, 
if he overstep the moral limits of his nature,he2will normally feel pain--the pain called o"veioT)ol~. 
Thus, 'the weak brother's conscience' refers not to the 
lack of knowledge (or lack of faith), but to the custom 
which was hitherto a part of the way of life but now morally 
Judged wrong. The gnoatica inflict the pain of conscience 
on the weak brother by inducing him to eat the food offered 
to idols. Pierce's exegesis of I Cor. 8:7,10,11 is as follows: 
the New eatament 
: London: s. c. M. Press, 
2 Ibid., p. 50. 
-
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Christ died to save him from the disease which is caus-
ing him to perish--the conscience which he suffers on 
having done terrible thinss: and now this vaunted knowl-
edge has led him once again to do a terrible thing (whether 
or not he be mistaken in supposing the act to be terrible) 
and Christ's work risks being undone ••• It is he him-
self that is emboldened to risk eating, but his being 
used until now to the !dol proves too much tor him. He 
eats the meat as sacrit!ced to idols and thus once again 
eerisheth as a result or conscience: for the trouble with 
conscience is that it is the one pain that cannot be 
reasoned away. 1 
In the light or T) ouveioT}Ol<: m~'tou O.oee:vou<; <:Sv'to<; (8:10), 2 
'to1<: O.oeeveolv (8:9) and o &.oeevwv (8:11 ), 6.o8evf)<; in T) 
ouveioT}ol<; au'twv 6.oee:v~<; oboa (8:7) should be the attributive 
to a.u'twv in its meaning, it not in grammar. This transfer 
of the attributive is not difficult to understand; as Pierce 
writes: "conscience is tor St. Paul not a faculty or capacity 
ot man so much as the whole man 1n reaction against acts 
that transgress the limits or his created nature."3 The 
state or conscience cannot be detached from that or an indi-
vidual. It one is to speak or weak conscience, it means the 
possessor or such conscience is to be characterized as weak. 
Thus, the translation of ~ ouve:ioT}Ol<; a.o'twv aoee:v~' oOoa 
to "their conscience being weak" is misleading in that it 
t 
· Ibid., p. 82. 
2
"His conscience is weak" (R. s. V.) is an outright 
mistranslation. A more correct \ranslation would be "the 
conscience or him who is weak." 
3Pierce, oe. cit., P• 81; of. T. W. N. T., VII, 913. 
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sounds as if conscience, not its possessor, is weak. It 
should be translated ••the weak conscience of those who are 
weak, 11 or if that is redundant, "the conscience of those who 
are weak. 11 
acr8evn' is certainly a derisive catchword of the 
Corinthian gnostics. 1 The weak brethren lack the firm grasp 
of the Gnosis which, according to the gnostics, constitutes 
the liberating revelation ot the gospel. The lack of firm 
conviction in Christian revelation, they contend, may be 
remedied by encouraging the weak to behave themselves as 
they do (8:10). Highly probably, however, is that Tj at>v-
eio~a'' au~ou aa8eYOU' 3v~o' (8:10) and the like phrase in 
8:7 are the coinage of Paul specifically to suit the situa-
tion in Corinth. 
This hypothesis can be supported by the more ~xplicit 
recurrence of the at>veioT)a&' argument in 10:24-30. Pierce's 
assertion that at>veio~a'' refers only to one's own acts 
already committed in the past, does not fit the context of 
10:24-30. As Margaret Thrall points out rightly, Paul urges 
in vv. 28-29 the liberal Corinthians to the effect that "one 
must respect the Judgment passed by the conscience of one's 
1so Weiss, 1. Korinther, p. 228. 
2 10:25,27,28: ota ~~v at>veioT)atv ; also cr. 10:19: 
at>veio~atv ••• ouxi ~nv eat>~ou aAAa ~~v ~ou e~epou. 
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fello.w Christian upon one's prospective action, even if 
convinced that it is morally pel"Dlissible. 111 In vv. 28-29, 
according to Thrall, Paul departs from the common usage of 
auve toT)aa.~ in antiquity, for he uses auve ioT)aa.~ in terms 
of expressing "approval or disapproval of another person's 
actions."2 This usage of auvetoT)aa.~, then, confirms that 
the auve ioT)Ol~ argument in I Cor. 8-10 originated3 from 
Paul. 
Whether or not the synoptic material, Mk. 9:42, Mat. 
15:6 and Lk. 17:1f, underlies Raul's argument is not certain. 4 
At any rate, a comparison with the synoptic material (or the 
tradition behind it) enables one to see clearly the funda-
mental similarity of the axavoaA.ov motif, whereas the auv-
eioT)al~ element is an addition particular to I Cor. 8:1-13, 
10:23-11:1. Nor does the parallel in Rom. 14-15 contain 
auve ioT)al' • If "conscience" was the ttbattlecry" of the 
Corinthian problem; as Pierce.maintains;s it would have left 
1Margaret E. Thrall, "The Pauline Use of auve:ioT)aa.~," 
N. T • S. , 1 4 ( 1 967 ) , 1 22. 
2Ibid., pp. 121-22. 
-
3Furthermore, it is thought probable that Paul was the 
first one responsible in bringing the concept of auveioT)aa.' 
into Christian consideration. See, T. w. N. T., VII, 912. 
4Pierce contends that the weak brethren in Corinth 
belonged to the same category as do the ,.uxpo t in the synoptic 
passages. He also identifies the weak ones with the VT)~ioa.~ 
of I Cor. 3:1. QP• cit., p. 80. 
Sop. cit., p. 76. Also Weiss writes (1. Korinther, 
p. 265) that '"um des Gewissens willen' eine in K. zum stich-
wort gewordene Formal war." 
86 
some trace in the Roman account. Thus, the absence of ouv-
ei5~ot~ in Rom. 14-15 seems to confirm the Pauline coinage 
ot the ouve i5~ot~ element in I Cor. 8-10. One may conclude, 
therefore, that Paul designe4-.:th4Largument, "tor the sake 
ot conscience," specifically to defend the weak brethren in 
Corinth. It reflects Paul's reasoning in response to the 
Corinthians' contempt of the weak brethren. 
It is also proposed here that those weak brethren 
were inconsistent in their attitude toward the food offered 
to idols. The tact ·that the so-called weak brethren ate the 
food offered to idols on some occasions, though reluctantly, 
is confirmed by v. 7: ttaowever, not all possesses his knowl-
e¢ge. But some • • • eat food as (really) offered to an 
idol." On the other hand, it is implicit in the purpose and 
reasoning presented by Paul in I Cor. 8-10 that they avoided 
such food on many occasions. Paul's reasoning for the sake 
ot conscience becomes meaningful in that he sets it forth in 
defense of the weak ones who vacillated in their conduct. 1 
T) ouvei5~ot~ au't(;)v d.oeevi)~ o6oa., therefore, is Paul's 
description of the behavior of those who belonged neither 
to the Jewish Christian abstainers nor to those who claimed 
to possess knowledge. The weak ones were liable to the 
1Their indecisive attitude is also discernible from 
10:27-29a. where Paul not only tolerates their attitude but 
makes it the basis of his recommendation to the gnostics. 
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Jewish charge of defilement as long as they ate e(owA.6eo~o~. 
That they made some effort to avoid e towA.69o't"o' did not free 
them from the Jewish charge of defilement. Thus, w' elow-
A.69o't"ov loetooolv differentiates the weak ones from the 
Jewish Christians who might well have been consistent in 
avoiding e[owA.69o't"o~. While ~ ooveto~ol' au't"~V aaeev~' o6oa 
may have been directed to the charge made by the gnostics, 
8:7 as a whole would have been no less intelligible from the 
Jewish point of view; for the defilement simply would not 
have existed for the:·rormer. oxavoaA. t~e l v and ou ~Tj e '' 
~ov a t~va ( 8: 13) also have a strong Jewish tone. 1 There-
fore, I 'cor. 8 as a whole may have been intelligibly read 
throughout from the Jewish stance,2 On the other hand, as 
long as the weak did not eat e [ owA.69o't"o' on all occasions 
they were accused of' lacking in their gnosis. They could 
affirm neither "idol does not exist," nor ttall things are 
lawful." In short, the weak brethren in I Cor. 8-10 were 
the struggling Christians hemmed between two camps, for one 
of' which the dietary issue was decisively 'No' and for the 
othe~ equally decisively • Yes. 1 &.oee vi)' characterizes this 
struggle, the vacillation between 'yes' and 'no.• That the 
polarity of convictions and consequent diverse behaviors 
1schlatter, Paulus der Bote Jesu, pp. 266-67. 
2Henry: Chadwick, "All Things to All Men, tt .N, T, 8,, 
1(1955), pp. 63-70, 
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on certain problematic issues existed in Corinth is only 
too clear from Paul's preceding discussions about immorality 
(I Cor. 5,6:12-20) at one extreme end and on the spiritual 
marriage relationship (I Cor. 7) at the other. 
One final evidence for the weak brethren as a group 
distinguishable from both gnostic and Jewish (or perhaps 
better still, all eater and non-eater) groups is found in 
9:20-22. Paul pledges as his principle to become ~o1~ 
'Ioooaio L~ 00~ !oooa1o~ ••• 'tOL~ aVO!J.O t~ W~ clVOIJ.O~ ••• 'tOL~ 
aoeeve<HV' 6.oeev-f}~ • These three groups are certainly not 
the division within the Corinthian church. !oooa1ot and 
clVO!J.O L refer Very likely to those WhO are yet to hear the 
gospel, as indicated in Tva '1tav,;w~ 'ttva~ owow. On the other 
hand, the weak ones as a distinctive group outside the church 
is hardly conceivable. The manuscript evidence1 favors de-
cisively ao9ev-f}~ not w~ O:oeev-f}~ • Paul does not identify 
himself completely with 'Iouoaio '~ nor with 6.v61-1o '~ • He 
carefully distinguishes himself by the use of w~ , which 
probably implies his mission oriented expediency. H$ is able 
to say eyeVO!J.~V 'tOL~ ao9eveatv O:aeev~~ because Ol ao9eve1~ 
are within the church and in danger of destruction (8:11). 
If the weak ones are to be exclusively identified with Jews, 
Gentiles or a third group, 2 it would sound strange to hear 
1Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 43. 
2It is difficult to assume a third category of man 
in Paul's thought which is exclusive of Jew or Gentile. 
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Paul say in effect: 'I became to the Jews as if a Jew, to 
those outside the law as if one outside the law, to the weak 
weak.' It is only reasonable to conclude that Paul not only 
declares his mission-oriented code of conduct, but as he 
justifies his care for the weak he reminds the Corinthians, 
Jewish Christians and Gentile Christians alike, of the care 
they once received. 1 
With utmost caution Paul treats the problem of 
e£owA69u~o~ and the complex repercussions of his stance. 
The thoroughness of his treatment finds parallel only in the 
later discussion concerning the spiritual gifts (chapters 12-
14). One need not go far to find the reason. If the above 
discussion is deemed acceptable, it is easily understandable 
that to stand for and defend the weak brethren was no simple 
task, especially in the face of Corinthian enthusiasm.2 To 
achieve this end he resorts to manifold arguments as preserved 
in I Cor. 8-10.3 To examine how he builds a case for them 
1Especially the aorist tense, ~y£vo~~v. 
2A succinct description of the interaction between 
Paul and Hellentstio enthusiasm is given in dsemann,u Der 
gottesdienstliohe Schrei naoh der Freiheit," in Aeophoreta, 
Festschrift t4r Ernst Haenohen (hrsg. W. Eltester und F. H. 
Kettler; "Beiliefte zur z. N. v.," 30. Heft; Berlin: T8pel-
mann, 1964), pp. 142-44~ · . 
3J. Weiss and w. Schmithals expressed their doubt 
over the literary integrity of I Cor. 1-10. Weiss aso~ibes 
10:1-23, and Sohmithals 9:24-10:22, to the now lost letter 
mentioned in I Cor. 5:9. Weiss, Primitive Christianity, 
PP• 325-26; Sobmithals, Gnosis, p. 86. The transitional 
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is suggestive as well as instructive to the investigation 
of II Cor. 10-13. 
3. Paul's Argument in I Cor. 8-10 
i. The Character of His Argument in I Cor. 8-10 
Facing the problem arising from el5wAo8u~o~ and 
the consequent table behavior, Paul brings into his argument 
neither the apostolic authority nor the Christian tradition 
to establish his position. This is a striking characteristic 
which distinguishes the arguments contained in I Cor. 8-10. 
It has long bean noticed that he does not mention the out-
come of the apostolic council which would have bean perti-
nent here. 1 
Paul does not .hesitate to appeal to the external 
authoritative norm when occasion and problem warrant. He 
sets forth the ordinance firmly grounded in "the Lord" (I 
Cor. 7:10), or expresses his opinion which is nevertheless 
endorsed by the "Lord's mercy" (7:25). The normative au-
thority of the Christian tradition in general, or more 
discrepancy of which they were convinced, is apvarent rather 
than real. 10:1-23 interrupts by no means Paul s argument. 
Cf. von Soden, op. cit., pp. 254-66; Gt2nther Bornkamm, "Herren-
mahl und Kirche bei Paulus," in Studien zu Antike und Ur-
chriatentum (Gesammelte Aufsitze, Bd. II, iiBeitrllge zur evan-
gelischen Theologie,u Bd. XXVIII; Mtfnchen: ·KaiaeP, 1959), pp. 
138-41, 173-75; Joaca.im Jeremias, ''Chiasmus in dar Paulus-
briefen, tt Z. N. W. , 49 ( 1958), 1 56. · The integrity is defended 
recently·bY Hurd with additional arguments. Op. cit., pp. 131-42. 
1see Hurd, op. cit., pp. 240-88 for a recent attempt 
to solve this problem. 
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specifically the kerygma, provides in some occasions the 
basis tor a further 'ethical' elaborat1on. 1 von Campenhausen 
points out: "Paulus selbst kennt t/J.r das prakt1sche Leben 
seiner Geme1nden nur e1ne e1nz1ge unbedingt verpflichtende 
Norm, und das 1st das Wort des Herrn."2 
However, Paul does not, and cannot, leave the matter 
of the practical life at the hand ot the traditional author1-
tat1 ve word of the Lord. For the word of the Lord is not 
confined in tradition, even if the tradition itself is con-
ceived of as 11ving.3 It is tar more dynamic. It finds its 
expression even outside the tradition, in prophecy and 
4 glossolalia. Probably because ot this, Paul is unable to 
3Bornkamm writes: "Man k8nnte pointiert so fonnul1eren: 
die nber11eferung gibt n1c&t nur·das Herrenwort von e1nst 
und damals we1ter--nat~rl1ch tut ale das--, aber ala d1ese 
tfberl1eferung 1st sie sein Wort." 11Herrenmahl und K1rche, 11 
p. 148. --- . 
4Bomkamm points out: 110hne Zweifel waren f~r das 
vulgRre chr1stl1che Verst!ndn1s auch in Korinth d1e·Ge1stes-
gaben der Prophet1e und Glossolal1e auts engste verwandt 
be1des Redeweisen, durch welche der erh8hte Herr oder der 
Geist unm1ttelbar zu Wort kam. Dabei konnte die Glossola1e 
nur ala eine geste1gerte Form der Prophetie gelten. Ke1nes-
weges also bilden Glossolalie und Prophetie e1ne Gegensatz. 
So entspr1cht e&4uch nur dem Bilde des Propheten und Orakel-
spenders, w1e es 1hn re1chlich auch 1m Synkretismus der 
hellenist1schen Zeit gab." "Glaube und Vernunft bel Paulus," 
in Stud1en zu Antike und Urchr1stentum, p. 133. 
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lead the section on the spiritual gifts (I Cor. 12-14) with 
a simple preface as in 11:2 or 15:1-2. Moreover, he must 
introduce another criterion of the conduct--the edification 
of the church through love.1 This is most dramatically 
illustrated in his treatment of prophecy and glossolalia. 
He distinguishes sharply the intelligibility of prophecy 
from the unintelligibility of glossolalia. 2 There is no 
doubt for him that prophecy claims the priority, even though 
he does not degrade one at the expense of the other (14:5).3 
As long as he is at assembly he would rather speak five 
intelligible words than ten thousand in tonguee(14:19) for 
the sake of the edification of the church ( o[xoBo~~ 14:5, 
12). Thus Paul's discourse in this section is characterized 
1cf. von Soden, op. cit., pp. 244-45. L~hrmann, 
op. cit., pp. 37-38; Morton Enslin, The Ethics of Paul {N. 
Y.: Harper, 1930), pp. 127-30, 239; Werner Straub, Die 
Bildersprache des AHostels Paulus (Tabingen: J. c. ~Mohr, 
1937), PP• 36, 8~-8 ; Philipp Vielhauer, Oikodome: Das Bild 
vom Bau in der christlichen Literatur vom Neuen Testament 
bis Clemens AlexaDdrinus (Heidelberger tbeologische Disserta-
tion; Kirisruh-ouriach: Gebr. Tron, 1940), pp. 77-78; Wolfgang 
Schrage, Die konkrete Einzel ebote in der aulinischen 
ParMnese ters oh: erd Mo , 1 , PP• 2 9-71; T. w. N. T., ·I, 49-52; v, 142-45. 
-
2According to Bornkamm, the antithetical placing 
of the two is particular to Paul and has no parallel in 
primitive Christianity. "Glaube und Vernunft," p. 134. 
3aurd (o!. cit.,~. 194) writes: 11 (PauiJ did not 
attack the gifti~ctly, but he ~ to the discussion other 
considerations (for example, other gifts, particularly the 
gift of love) which enabled him to gain his objective with-
out blatant self-contradiction." 
93 
throughout by his appeal to reason. 1 What von Campenhausen 
writes in conjunction with Paul's argument in I Cor. 15 is 
applicable here: 
Allein es gendgt ihm nicht, die gdltige Cberlieferung 
und seine eigenen Erleuchtungen oder Erkenntnisse ale 
solche hinzustellen;. er mlfchte seinen Lernern mit ver-
stMndlichen, 4berprafbaren ErwMgungen auch noch zur 
Hilfe kommen und ihPe Zweifel sozusagen wissenschaftlich 
aus dem Felde schlagen.2 
Returning to the examination of I Cor. 8-10, one 
observes this practical criterion of Paul's--the edification 
of the church through love--presented with the equally sensi-
ble tone or reasoning, in an even more radical manner. The 
Corinthian gnosis as exemplified 1n I Cor. 6:12 (10:23), 8: 
1a, 4bc bears revelatory characteristics. This is probably 
the reason why Paul makes no direct appeal to the tradition 
of the kerygma. The issue in I Cor. 8-10 reflects the same 
characteristics as does the problem concerning the spiritual 
gifts. 
ii. I Cor. 8 
Paul opens the discussion with a diatribe. First 
he quotes from the Corinthian gnostics: "All of us possess 
\ 
knowledge" (8: 1a), to which his qualification follows (8:lb-
3). In the similar manner, Paul presents the gnostic 
1Bornkamm, "Glaube und Vernunft," PP• 128-35. 
2
•on Campenhausen, Die Besr4ndung, p. 28. 
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contention, ttan idol has no real existence; there is no 
God but one" (8:4), to which is added his qualification 
(8:5-6). The structural significance of 8:7-8 is less clear. 
is taken to refer to the 
preceding whole, Paul's defense of the weak brethren begins 
with v. 7. Joachim Jerem1as1 thinks v. 7 belongs to v. 5 
and places the paragraph transition between 8:7 and 8. Ac-
cording to him, v. 8 is to be taken as Paul's quotation of 
the gnost1ca,2 to which Paul's counterargument follows (9-
13). The position of the gnostics, then, contains three 
points: 
Vir haben alle die Erkenntnis (8:1): es gibt keinen 
G8tzen in dar Welt, es gibt nur einen einzigen Gott (8:4). Ergo 1st das Es·sen von Gi!ltzenopferfleisch ein 
Adiaphoron (8:8). Mithin gilt auch hier: nav~a 
~se~tv (10:23).3 
One may add to Jeremias' analysis that though v. 7 belongs 
structurally to vv. 4-6, it functions as a transition to 
Paul's final point. It is only logical to interpret oux lv 
naalV (v. 7) as his correction of nav~e~ (v. 1). Therefore, 
1 Joachim Jeremias, 11Zur Gedankenf~hrung in der 
paulinisohen Briefen, 11 in 8\udia Paulina, ·In honorem Johannis 
de Zwaan septuasena11, ed. J. N. Sevenster and w. a. van 
Unnik {Has.iem: De Erven F. Bohn, 1953), pp. 151-52. 
2In so doing, Jeremias softens the alleged tension 
between the two groups considerably: "sie [ the Corinthian 
gnostios] wollen den Sohwachen ke1nen.rel1g18sen Mangel vor-
werfen (V. 8b) und sioh ihre freie Haltung nicht ala rel1g18sen 
Vorzug anreohten (V. 8o)." ~·· p. 152. He is aware that· 
this postion is also shared by Paul as seen in Rom. 14:15,20. 
Ibid. For a convenient list of others who regard v. 8 as Paul's 
quotation, see Hurd, OR• cit., p. 68, Table 5. 
3 Jeremias, "Zur Gedankenftlhrung, " p. 152. 
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v. 7 presupposes both thought structures of vv. 1-3 and 4-6. 
v. 8 may be regarded at least as his concession to, if not 
the quotation of, the gnostica. With some modifications 
Paul acknowledges his theological agreement1 with the gnostic 
contention, which way well have claimed an irrefutable Chria-
tology (v. 6)2 as much as he has. 
In 8:8-13, Paul shifts his position from the theo-
logical certainty to the reality of a church on earth, and 
contends that the validity or that c·ertainty must be vouch-
sated by I Q ' o t xo op.T) (v. 1,13).3 Indeed, olxooo~J.fJ takes prece-
dence and priority over the theological certainty and validi-
ty. A theological certainty can lead one to sin against 
Christ (v. 11 ) • ofxoOOlLD , necessitated by the earthly 
reality of the church, does not pronounce thevalid theologi-
cal certainty as invalid when such certainty does not serve 
o!xooOIJ.D• It compels the renunciation of such certainty, 
and demands ita abdication (v. 13). Here two fundamental 
values are placed in the reverse order when viewed from the 
1Barrett, "Things sacrificed to Idola," pp. 151-52. 
2 . 
Paul inserts here the kerygma, which is no doubt the 
basis of the Corinthian position. Many exegetes consider it 
Paul's quotation. See Hurd, op. cit., p. 68. 
3 o[xooolLT)9f)oe~at (8:10) is a biting irony directed 
to the gnoatics. They, by eating the efowAo9~o,, build up 
the weak ones toward destruction. ofxooo11e~ and a~6AAUlLl 
are two associated metaphors often used in the Old Testament. 
Cf. Philipp Vielhauer, Oikodome, PP• 11-15. 
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standpoint of the Corinthian gnostics. The one given from 
above must comply to the other necessitated by the reality 
on earth, 1. e. by the reality of the church in time and 
history. ~t is this reversal of the ranks of the values 
that upsets completely the Corinthian gnostic understanding 
of freedom and therefore of Christian existence. 
It is interesting to note that Paul declares first 
the norm of his own conduct (v. 13).1 No suggestion is yet 
made that this norm is to be followed by the Corinthians also. 
Only in 10:23-32 does it become clear that his norm should 
be applicable for them also. 
After declaring his position in 8:13, he hastens to 
justify his position in a lengthy discourse. I Cor. 9, where 
he elucidates the relationship between freedom and renuncia-
tion, is not simply an addition to I Cor. 8. It is a contin-
uation, required and necessary, of what is set out 1n I Cor. 
8.2 
iii. I Cor. 9 
Of the four questions which Paul places at the out-
set (9:1}, he gets engrossed with the first one only in the 
reD!I.Ulder of this chapter. The theme dealt herewith is: "Am 
1This is noted by Hurd, op. cit., p. 127. 
2For the scholarly opinions on the transition from 
the 8th c~apter to the 9th. see Hurd, OR• cit., p. 127. 
I not tree?" The last two questions 1 are supplementary to 
the second, which is quickly dismissed in v. 2: "It to others 
I am not an apostle, at least I am to you; tor you are the 
seal ot my apostleship in the Lord." This apostleship, how-
ever, is the premise or the first question. So the main 
theme is Paul's apostolic treedoa. 2 
Paul establishes tirat his irrefutable right to sup-
port by a congregation as an apostle. In this respect, he 
classifies himself and Barnabas not tor a moment as a special 
sort ot apostle distinguished trom others (9:6). Paul's claim 
to this missionary right3 is salt-evident. It is a matter 
or common sense: "Who serves as a soldier at his own expense? 
Who plants a vineyard without eating any or ita fruit? Who 
tends a flock without getting soae or the milk?" (9:7). 4 
1The last question, "Are not you my workmanship in 
the Lord?" anticipates nothiag but 'yes'; therefore, it is 
a rhetorical question which precedes v. 2. 
2so Schmithals, ~sil, p. 336, against Jeremias, 
"Chiasmus in den Paulusbrefen," p. 156, wbo thinks the free-
dom theme emerges only at 9:19tf. 
39:5,14. Anyone wbo proclaims the gospel, including 
apostles, ia entitled to this right. Strictly speaking, 
therefore, it is not an apost~c right. Schmithala, Das 
kirchliche ANoatelamt ( .,Forso gen zur Religion und LTE'iratur 
des Alten un Neuen Tes\aaants," Beue Folge, 61. Heft; 
G8ttingen: Vandenhoeck & BDpreckt, 1961), p. 37. 
4aurd sees a polemical nuance in 9:4 in the light or 
10:30, which allegedly implies the Corinthian denunciation 
of Paul's previous conduct ot having eaten the meat ottered 
to idols. Op. cit., p. 130. His contention seems to ignore 
the context ot the 9th chapter. 
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Moreover, it is vouchsafed by the law or Moses (9:8-12) and 
by the centuries-old ecclesiastical tradition (v. 13). 
Furthermore, it is the commandment or the Lord: "those who 
proclaim the gospel should get their living by the gospel" 
(v. 14). Thus, the legitimacy or the missionary right is 
impeccably authenticated. It is striking that Paul places 
the commandment or the Lord as the last or the evidence with 
the use or xai , 1 conveying a sense or one more evidence among 
others. From this tact, however, to assess the character or 
the argument as "theoretical" and "more or less spontaneous 
2' . 
and rhetorical" seems a hasty Judgment. The intensifying 
order or evidential support--from common sense, the Old Testa-
ment, to the Lord himself--serves only to radicalize the 
apostle's renunciation or that right (v. 12,15). 
As Paul explains his radical exercise or freedom be 
reveals the innermost basis or his apostolic existence. 
KMsemann notices in 9:15-18 Paul's unusual claim or boasting 
and equally unusual pursuit or reward, both or which are so 
contrary to his understanding or apostolic existence.3 
1von Campenhausen, Dle Be6Qblduns, p. 20. 
2 Ibid., p. 20. 
3Ernst Kisemann, 11Eine paulinische Variation des 'amor 
fati', .. in Exe et ache Ver uohe Dd Beai en, Bd. II (G8ttiagen: va en eck & Ruprec t, 9 , p. 31. See also 
J. ·Heumann, "OIKONOMIA-Terms in Paul in comparison with 
Lucan He1lae;esoh1chte," J· T. s., 13(196'h), 158-60. Heumann 
stresses that vv. 15-18 escribe Paul's own personal case" 
(p. 158) and express his assignaent as that or otxovo~o~ •. 
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Kllsemann analyzes the passage in three propos1tions: 1 
(1) Paul renounces his r1ght,otherw1se he would lose his 
boasting and reward; (2) because the gospel dominates him 
in the manner of "sOhicksalhaft Gewal t ••2 he cannot but preach 
the gospel; (3) all the same, he is blessed in his doing. 
The boast and reward Paul speaks of, KMsemann affirms, should 
. 
not be sought in his 'idealistic' self-consciousness nor in 
the motif of the imitation of Jesus, but rather in the problem 
of how the fateful necessity of the gospel is reconciled to 
willing obedience and love; for Paul the fateful necessity 
is at the same time the object of his love which bears joy 
and thankfulness, and therefore is the source of his boasting 
and reward.3 Indeed, the renunciation of the missionary right 
is the mark of such love.4 
1 Kllsemann, "Eine paul1n1sohe Variation, •• p. 237. 
2rt is worthwhile to quote the 1dynam1ci interpretation 
of Kllsemann at some length: "von d.vayxT) und Wehe wird auch 
hier·person1fiziert gesprochan, um auszudrdoken, dass in 
ihnen Epiphanie g8ttlicher Macht erfolgt. ·Genauso kann Paulus 
der Gnade, Liebe, ·Gerecht1gke1t, Herrlichkeit oder dem Zorne 
Gottes Machtcharacter zuschre1ben, weil er n1cht von E1gen-
schaften, sondern von Man1festat1onen des s1ch ala mllcht1g 
bekundenden Gottes sprechen will. 1 AvayxT) beze1chne~ hier 
die Macht des radikal fordernden, sioh dem Mensohen gegen-
4ber mit seiner Forderung durchsetzenden, seinen Diener zu 
seinem Werkzeug maohenden Gottes-willens." ~·, p. 234. 
3 . Ibid., PP• 236-38. 
-4KMsemann contends: "was 1st das Merkmal dieser Liebe? 
Eben dies, ·dass s1e liebt, also 1hr e1genes Recht preisgibt--
nicht dis1nteress1ert, sondern engagiert. ~uf dieses Merk-
mal der Liebe will und kann Paulus n1cht verzichten." Ibid., 
P• 238. ----
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It is clear, therefore, that Paul's renunciation of 
the right to support is not a peripheral matter. It is de-
terminative of his apostolic existence, and, in this sense, 
constitutes the kernel of his administration of freedom. If 
he finds the reward of joy and thankfulness in the renuncia-
tion of the missionary's right, and if he calls this renun-
ciation his exercise of freedom, it is the exercise of his 
freedom in the same sense--i. e. born out of his apostolic 
existence--that he becomes "all things to all men. 111 ••For 
though I am free from all men, I have made myself a slave to 
all, that I might win the more" (9:19). Bultmann comments: 
This basic freedom may at any moment take on the form 
of renunciation--seemingly a renunciation of freedom 
itself, but in reality it is a paradoxical exercise of 
that very freedom.2 
What is important is the goal of such renunciationa tva ~ou' 
nAeiova, xepo~aw (9:19,20,22) or Yva na~w, ~Lva, awaw 
( 9:22). Paul's flexibility is collateral only to the cer-
tainty and urgency of the gospel. As Bornkamm points out: 
1For the structural analysis of vv. 19-22, see 
Bornkamm, "Glaube und Vernuntt," p. 132, n. 2. cr. Johannes 
Weiss, "Be1tr!ge zur paulinischen Rhetorik," in Theolosische 
Studien·Herrn·Wirkl. Oberkonsistorialrath P~ofessor D. Bern-
hard Weiss von Adolf Harnack et a!. TG8tt1ngen: Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht, 1897), p. 194. 
2Rudolf Bultmann, Theology, I, p. 342. 
3sornkamm remarks: "Die gle1chf8rm1ge Monotonie der 
S~tze • • • zeigt eindrdcklich das Ziel, auf das in der Mannig-
faltigkeit seines Sichwandelns der Ville des Apoatels einheit-
lich auagerichtet 1st. n 11Glaube und Vernunft, 11 p. 132. 
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"The whole of his concern is to make clear that the change-
leas gospel, which lies upon him as his avayx~ (9:16), em-
powers him to be free to change his stance."1 Thus, his in-
tention in vv. 19-23 is ••to characterize a practical stance 
of solidarity with various groups, rather than to describe 
several ways of adjusting his preaching in terms of content 
and language to various environments."2 Now the entire force 
of his argument points to one thing: the building of the 
church. It is the sole motive for his renunciation, which 
does not come either from the disinterested love for others 
nor from self-satisfaction but is integrally united with 
&.vayx~ , boasting and reward .• 
In a sense, this exercise of freedom is not only 
paradoxical but can be termed distinctively radical. Paul 
describes his attitude to Gentiles 1:oi' &.v6~o '' ~, tf.vo~o' 
••• fvvo~o' XpL~ou • c. H. Dodd sees a direct connection 
between v6~o' Xp l ~ou and the commandments of the Lord 
( e1tL'l:ayTJ xopiou, 7:10-11, 0 XUplo' Ble'l:aseV ••• 9:14): 
u[Paul] cites sayings of the Lord as an authoritative basis 
for his own instruptions to the church"3 and they "are con-
1 Bornkamm, "Missionary Stance," p. 196. 
2Ibid., p. 202. 
-3c. H. Dodd, "ENNOMOZ XPI~TOY, u in Studia Paulina, 
P• 107. 
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ceived as in some sort constituent elements in the 'law of 
Christ.'"1 Certainly his observation is correct in that 
Paul sees in the tradition--even in the kerygma--the legisla-
tive consequence. Dodd, however, does not take into consid-
eration at this point the fact that in I Cor. 9:15 Paul does 
not allow himself to follow what Dodd calls a "legislative 
act of Christ.n2 Thus, Paul's ~A.eueepia. is radical enough 
to renounce th~ oLa~a~a xupiou.3 Not that the commandment 
of the Lord is invalid for Paul, rather his missionary con-
sciousness and principle to "win the more., take priority over 
the provisionary measure for missionaries even if it comes 
from the Lord himselr. 4 The law of Christ is more than 
oLa~a.~a. xupiou. It directs Paul to the task of upbuilding. 5 
Paul does not apeak of his renunciation of the mis-
sionary's right and his radical exercise of freedom detached 
1 Ibid., p. 108. 
-
2 Ibid., p. 104. 
-
3cf. Klaus Wegenast, Das Verst§ndnis dar Tradition 
bei Paulus und .in den Deuteropauilnen {"vissenschaftliche 
Monographlen zum .Alten und Neuen Testament, tt Bd. VIII; Neu-
kirchen-Vluyn: N·eukirchlicher Verlag, 1962), pp. 107-108, 
110. 
4 
von Soden, op. cit., p. 245. 
5Paul mentions "the law of Christ" in Gal. 6:2: uBear 
one another's burdens, and so fulfil the law of Christ."· Here 
also the general principle of otxooo~~ lies very close·to the 
law of Christ. This verse indicates that the law of Christ 
prevails in the body or ~veu~a~LXOL. The spirit, freedom, the 
law of Christ, and upbuilding, all these motifs are kept in 
tension contained in the eschatological framework of Paul's 
thought. Cf. Rom. 8:2, II Cor. 3:17. 
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from the issue at hand. The force of his argument falls on 
9:22: 11To the weak I became weak, that I might win the weak. 11 
He has prepared his way thus far against the gnostics' suspi-
cion which his identifying with the weak brethren would im-
mediately arouse. If there were those inconsistent in their 
attitude concerning the food offered to idols, it becomes 
understandable why Paul has specifically elucidated his 
principle "all things to all men" as fundamental to his 
. 1 
apostolic existence. As his apostolic existence endorses 
his solidarity with various groups each of which is charac-
terized in ita own way, so the same apostolic stance compels 
him to identify himself with those who lack their stance. 
In so doing, he himself becomes inconsistent 1n regard to 
the food offered to idols. This is the way of his apostolic 
existence: "I do it all for the sake of the gospel, that I 
may share in its blessings" (9:23). 
Paul returns to the theme of reward briefly (vv. 23-
27). The note of strenuous striving is only sequential to 
the motivation of his freedom (9:15-18) and the external ex-
pression of that freedom (9:19-23). One may conclude with 
1Hurd (op. cit., pp. 128-31) seems right when he pro-
poses that in 9:19-22 Paul defends his own inconsistency to 
which he thinks 9:3,4,10:30 allude. To his contention, one 
may add that Paul's defense is necessitated by his identify-
ing himself with the weak brethren. Therefore, the otxooo~~ 
motif playa a significant role in the context of this passage. 
Hurd ignores this point completely. 
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Bornkamm, who says aptly: "The freedom of' his service is not 
a matter of' his discretion; it is a matter of his obedience 
to the gospel, so much so that his own eternal salvation is 
at stake."1 
iv. I Cor. 10 
Paul's elucidation of Christian freedom, as he sees 
it, justifies and defends his seemingly conciliatory position 
which otherwise would hardly be conceivable as an appropriate 
"apostolic"2 stance. He now proceeds to warn against the 
fallibility of the sacramental security upon which the con-
cept of' freedom maintained by the gnostics dwells.3 
Paul gives the scr~ural proof that in spite of re-
ceiving baptism and eucharist, the people of Israel fell to 
destruction on account of' their idolatry, iMmorality, tempt-
ing of God, and grumbling. This is not, he continues, a 
distant event in past history, but a warning relevant for 
1Bornkamm, uMissionary Stance," PP• 197-98. 
2For the pn~umatic character of the title "apostle," 
see Schmithals, Das kirchliches Apostelamt1 passim. von · Campenhausen, Kirohiiches Amt Uhd e!st!!che Vollmacht in den 
ersten drei Jahr erten Be ge zur his or schen Theo-
logle," Bd. XIV; 2. Aufl.; Tl!bingen: J. c. B. Mohr, 1962), 
pp. 35, 37-38, 50. 
3von Soden demonstrated convincingly the literary 
and theological integrity of' I Cor. 8-10 and explained the 
importance of' 10:1-22 in its context. op. cit., pp. 245-
49, 254-55. His position finds many supporters, among whom 
Bornkamm, 11Herrenmahl und Kirohe," pp. 138-411 Bieder, "Paulus 
und seine Gegner," p. 329, may be ·noted. 
Christian existence here and now, e(, ~o ~~ eTvat ~~a, 
~~,eu~~~a, xaxoov (10:6, of. 10:11); it follows that one 
cannot choose the xo,vwvia ~ou Xp'a~ou and xo,vwvia 
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~oov oa,~oviwv at the same time, for eating the sacrifices 
to demons entitles one to be their partner (10:20), 1 the act 
which amounts to testing the Lord. The participation in the 
idol-cult is for Paul out of the question regardless of moti-
vation.2 Thus, the scriptural proof is firmly laid against 
the illegitimate and indiscreet exercise of freedom. The 
recipient or freedom, the gift of the spirit,3 cannot and 
must not put to test the giver of the spirit (10:22). The 
illegitimate use of freedom endangers one's own Christian 
existence, not to mention that of others. 
Haying expounded the rightful use of ~~ouaia in 
relation to freedom (chapters 8-9) and having warned against 
the illegitimate exercise of Christian freedom (10:1-22), 
Paul returns to the theme set forth at the beginning of his 
discourse: "'All things are lawful,' but not all things are 
1It has been noted that this verse reflects the then 
current anti-pagan thought that the demons are at work be-
hind idol worship. cr. von Soden, op. cit., p. 247; Barrett, 
11Things Sacrificed to Idols," p. 148; Strack and Bnlerbeck, 
Kommentar, III, pp. 48-60. 
2The Corinthian gnosis, "all things are lawful," would 
have very likely led some to participate in the heathen·cult 
out of indifference to or-contempt for•it. 
3That the charisma and the spirit are intimately 
interwoven, has been sufficiently known and investigated. 
See L4hrmann, op. cit., pp. 27-29. 
106 
helpful. "All things are lawful, 11 but not all things o h.o-
oo~et 1'(10:23, ct. 8:1). What he proposes as the practical 
recommendation to the problem of el5wA68u~o~ is strikingly 
conventional as well as arbitrary: eat whatever is sold in 
the meat market with no questions raised as to its source, 1 
whether at home (v. 25) or at the meal at which non-believers 
are present (v. 27). A question arises only when a believer 
is informed at the heathen meal gathering that the meat is 
iep6eu~ov 2 (v. 28). Only then, Paul suggests, the believer 
ought not eat such meat for the sake of that informer, or 
more precisely for the sake of the conscience of weak breth-
ren.3 Clearly distinguishable is his affinity to and depar-
ture from the rabbinic tradition in 10:19-20 and 10:27-28 
respectively. The contrast reveals his attitude to the tra-
dition per se which he has inherited. This demonstrates his 
arbitrariness and originality (or unorthodoxy and unorthopraxy) 
as well as his missionary stance in 9:19-23. 
To the pratical recommendation now expressed ex-
plicitly Paul anticipates an immediate reaction: 1 If other's 
1 Paul's decisive departure from the rabbinic legisla-
ture has been observed at this point. von Soden, ol. cit., 
p. 252; Barrett, 11Th1ngs Sacrificed to Idols," p. 46; Cf. 
Strack and Blllerbeck, Kommentar, III, p. 420. · 
2Instead of eiowA68u~o~ which characterizes Jewish-
Christian bias. von Soden, _o_p_._.c_i_t., p. 250; Bauer (Arndt-
Gingrich), op. cit., p. 220. 
3see pp. 77-90 above. 
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conscience determines my ~Aeu8epta , where is my freedom? 
Must my clear conscience in thankfulness be denounced by the 
very act for which I give thanks?' (10:29b-30). Against this 
final objection Paul's anawer1 once again recapitulates the 
central intent of his argument, by way of summary: .. Shift 
your eyes from yourself to the glory of God,"2 "Just as I 
try to please all men in every thing I do, not seeking my own 
advantage, but that of many, that they may be savedn (10:33). 
The final crisp exhortation is supported by a christological 
appeal,3 which confirms the otxooo~~ motif in Christ himself 
1von Soden takes 10:31-33 to be Paul's answer to v. 29-
39. Op. c1 t., p. 252. "Indirect answer," according to Eduard 
Lohse, "zu I Kor. 10:26,31," z. N. w., 47(1956), 279. 
2A parallel to vv. 26,31, is found in Tosefta IV 1. 
Paul, however, is completely free from the casuistic regula-
tion of the Halaka. Lohse, op. cit., p. 279. 
3von Campenhausen wr1 tea: "Die A blahwng von Zwang 
und Gewalt, die Forderung der Freiheit und Freiwilligkeit, 
des Zusammenstehens, die E1nhe1t und d&sSBistliche Wesen aller 
F~hrung findet man 1m Urchristentum auch sonst. Paulinisch 
1st aber die theologische RadikalitRt, mit der diese Halt-
ung christologisch begrandet und alles auf den Gedanken des 
der Welt Gestorbenseins·der Christen bezogen wird." Kirch-
liches Amt, p. 75; G. Friedrich is certainly justified in 
pointing out that I Corinthians makes it unmistakably clear 
that the ultimate norm of Christian existence must be found 
in Christ himself. ttchristus, Einheit und Norm der Christen. 
Das Grundmotiv des I·Kor.," K. u. D., 9(1963), 235-58. The 
problem in the Corinthian situation was that the Christian 
gnostics appe~led to Christ as much as did Paul. Paul's labor 
lay in that he attempted to integrate o txooo~~ into chris-
tology. In this respect, Schlier's insig4t that the major 
theme of I Cor. is edification ("Erbauungu) penetrates deeper 
into Paul's concern. See "nas Hauptanliegen des ersten 
Korintherbriefes,., in Die &eit der Kirche, .Aufsittze und Vor-
tritge (2. Aufl.; Freiburg: Herder, 195B),pp. 149-59. His 
argument, however, is clouded by the forced separation of 
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as the norm of Christian existence in relation to others: 
"Be imitators of me, as I am of Christ" ( 11:1). 1 
the Corinthian concept of revelation from that of Christian 
existence. These concepts are inseparable and mutually sup-
portive. Certainly he recognizes this, but does not frursue 
its implication where it is most needed, as he says: 'Be1des 
hMngt natdrlich eng zusammen. Aber w1r wollen jetzt m1cht 
auf d1esen Zusammenhang eingehen, sondern den Sachverhalt 
rdr s1ch ins Auge rassen" {p. 154). Against the former, says 
Sehlier, "Betont der Apostel, dass s1ch Gottes Offenbarung so 
vollz1ehe 1 dass sie primlr und grundlegend 1m objekt1ven 
apostol1schen Kerygma ersche1ne, dessen materielle und rormale 
Substanz die empfangene und we1tergegebene apostol1sche Para-
dos1s der Kirche 1st, und dass der Mensch sich dieser s1ch 
selbst dem Apostel ala Einzelnem auflegenden selbstautoritMren, 
unver~gbaren, aber bis zur Formulierung konkreten Botschaft 
1m Gehorsam des Glauben unterwerfen mdsse" (p. 151). For the 
latter, Paul :P-Oses, according to Schl1er, · 11e1n 1m Gehorsam des 
Glaubens gegrdndeter kritischer Enthusiasmus der Liebe .. (p. 
158). SchlieP's exposition does not reach the core of·the 
Corinthian problem, for two fundamental concepts--revelation 
and Christian existence--are not separate, but two points 
raised from one problem, as amply seen in the case or the rood 
offered to idols. Moreover, his attempt to extract the Para-
dosis-Kerygma (=Kerygma-Dogma, cr. p. 153) is hardly convincing. 
To this ~roblem, cr. von Campenhausen, K1rchl1ches Amtf pp. 
32-81; Iilhrmann, op. cit., pp. 3~-39; Ernst Klsemann, 'Amt 
und Geme1nde 1m Neuen Testament, in Exesetisohe Versuohe und 
Besinnungen, Bd. I (G8tt1ngen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1966), 
PP• 1o§-27. Extremely significant at this conjunction is 
Paul's concept or the church as the body of Christ in I Cor. 
10:16. See Klisemann, 11Anl1egen und E1genart der paul1n1schen 
Abendmahlsleh:re, 11 in Exe et1sche V rsuche und es1nnun en, 
Bd. I, pp. 11-34; ~ttgemannsL op. cit., pp. 25- 1. Love 
as ttd1e kr1t1sche Imstanz" (Ks:semann, "Amt und Geme1nde," p. 
126) is applied to the body of Christ in the context or the 
cosmologically oriented framework of the Pauline eschatology. 
1The 1mitat1o Christi motif should be differentiated 
from the suffering theology of Paul. See Anselm Schultz, 
"Le1denstheolog1e und Vorb1ldeth1k in den paul1n1schen Haupt-
br1efen," in Neutestamentliche AufsMtze, pp. 265-69. The 
failure to distinguish one from the·other is one or the funda-
mental errors prevalent in the mythical interpretation of 
Paul's suffering theology. See Gdttgemanns, op. cit., passim. 
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Paul's conclusion, reached after a lengthy but never-
theless necessary, excursus, is nothing but the confirmation 
of the position of the weak brethren, which is seemingly de-
fenseless. To this end, he directs the concluding statements 
of the sub-sections in I Cor. 8-10 (8:13,9:22b,10:14,31-33). 
It is significant that Paul not only tolerates the conduct 
and existence of the weak brethren but makes consideration 
for them the basis of the Christian attitude concerning the 
food offered to idols. 
4. Summary 
Glancing back over Paul's argument as a whole, one 
may note how he advances from one diatribe to another, uti-
lizing all the resources available, in order to reach the 
conclusion peculiar to his view. A thoroughly Hellenistic 
term auveional~ 1 appears with the terms predominatly Jewish 
in connotation, eloooA69u~o,. axavoaAi~oo. et, ~ov atwva. 2 
The Jewiahness apparent in the scriptural proof after the 
manner of the midrash-pesher and in abhorrence of idol wor-
ship serves only to illuminate the radical departure from 
Pharisaism (10:25-29). 
1cf. Pierce, op. oit., pp. 13-59; T. w. N. T., VII, 
pp. 897-912. 
2
aow axavoaAi~w can be associated with auveional' 
may be made intelligible from the use of &aeeveoo as a trans-
lation of~~·~ in the LXX. See T. W. N. T., I, 490; VII, 340-42~ • 
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The painstaking manner of Paul's reasoning is else-
where apparent in the sections of I Corinthians which begin 
with rcepi oe (7:1,7:25,8:1,12:1,16:1,12), especially where 
the given problem is concerned with the manner of Christian 
existence. Paul's treatment of the virgin1 and spiritual 
gift2 bears a striking similarity to the argument presented 
in I Cor. 8-10. 
tto h.oOoiJ.ii in love u may be termed the criterion for 
the life of the church as the body of Christ. As the body 
of Christ is the eschatological phenomenon for Paul, so oixo-
6o1J.ii is not merely an objectified principle in his apostle-
ship, but e.xpressee the &.vayxT) as well as his willing obe-
dience and motivates the dictum,"all things to all men." 
To what extent I Corinthians was effective in deal-
ing with the Corinthian situation is not certain. It is very 
1 Chadwick, "All Things to All Men," pp. 267-68. Hurd, 
op. cit., pp. 168-82, especially p. 178: ~the virgins con-
stituted a special category within the congregation at Corinth. 11 
2Bornkamm, 11Zum Verstindnis des Gottesdiensts bei 
Paulus, .. in Das Ende des Gese\zes (Gesammelte AufsMtze, Bd. 
I; uBeitrMge zur evangei!schen Theologie," Bd. XVIi Mlinchen: 
Kaiser, 1952), PP• 113-23; Hurd, op. cit., pp. 187-95-
.Against what Hurd considers "hypothetical outsidern (p. 189), 
see J. P. M. Sweet, "A Sign for Unbelievers: Paul's Attitude 
to Glossolalia,'* N. T. s., 13(1967), 240-57. In conjunction 
with Sweet's article, see w. c. van Unnick, uDie .Rl!Lcksicht 
auf die Reaction der Nicht-Christen ala Motiv in der alt-
christlichen ParHnese, .. in Judentum Urchristentum Kirche, 
Festschrift rar Joachim Jeremias (hrsg. W. Eltester; Berlin: 
T8pelmann, 19&0), pp. 221-34. 
1 1 1 
likely that it had little success. 1 If it was successful 
2 
at all, such success was short lived. Soon followed a 
fresh outbreak against Paul, probably in consequence to the 
arrival of certain Christian missionaries. II Cor. 10-13 
witnesses to Paul's bitter struggle against their sweeping 
influence among the Corinthians. 
1This view is clearly implicit in the traditional 
literary-historical reconstruction, according to which II 
Corinthians ·followed I Corinthians. Hurd remarks: 11it is 
interesting to note that from the point of view of the Corin-
thians he [Paul] had restricted their actual behavior almost 
not at all." Op. cit., p. 148. Since Hurd denies the exist-
ence of the·weak brethren, he reaches ttthe somewhat strange 
conclusion that Paul appears to have permitted the Corinthians 
to continue their current practices concerning idol meat vir-
tually unchanged • • • Yet instead of immediately stating 
his large measure of agreement with the Corinthians, adding 
only a word or two of warning as to possible dangers in this 
matter, Paul devoted the major part of his reply to vigorous 
disagreement with them, and only at the close did he give 
them permission to behave as in fact they had been behaving." 
Op. cit., p. 148. Thus, his conclusion becomes quite point-· 
less. Apart from the present writer's disagreement with him 
concerning the existence of the weak brethren, he is right 
in concluding that Paul's conclusion came virtually to no 
restriction, to which the present writer may add that it is 
so because Paul endorsed the practice of the weak brethren. 
211Nicht ohne Erfolg, 11 Bornkamm, Vore;,eschichte, p. 9; 
Georgi, Gesner, p. 26. 
CHAPTER V 
PAUL'S WEAKNESS ACCORDING TO HIS OPPONENTS 
1. The Formulation of the Problem 
It is important to recognize that II Cor. 10-13 was 
not written directly to Paul's opponents but to the Corin-
thian church, which succumbed to their influence. 1 Equally 
noteworthy is it that c(6ooA68u~o' and the accompanying prob-
lematic behavior of the weak brethren in themselves were un-
related to tbs charge against Paul's weakness, which dominates 
the immediate issue of II Cor. 10-13. Nowhere in II Cor. 
10-13 does mention of c l6ooA68u~o' or the weak brethren emerge. 
Nevertheless, the fact remains that two apparently separate 
issues relative to weakness raged in rapid succession among 
the Corinthians. On the strength or this basic proximity of 
the occurrences of the issues, one may be justified in rais-
ing a further question: What correspondence or parallels 
might have existed between the problem of the food offered to 
idols and the alleged charge of Paul's weakness? If such 
parallels are discernible, to what extent were they affected 
by Paul's opponents who were responsible for the anti-Pauline 
1Georgi, Gesner, p. 19, n. 2. Against Lietzmann, 
Korinther, p. 139; Barrett, "christianity at Corinth," p. 287. 
For older literature, see Windisch, 2. Korinther, p. 15. 
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outbreak behind II Cor. 10-13? 
2. The Assessment of Paul's 
Weakness by His Opponents 
i. II Cor. 11:7-15 
113 
One may take as the point of departure II Cor. 11:7-
15. Paul declared it his missionary principle not to accept 
support from congregationa(I Cor. 9:15). He was consistent 
in this practice, at least in Corinth (II Cor. 7:11). 1 It 
was already an established custom for Christian missionaries 
to accept support from the churches (I Cor. 9:6-14). 2 In 
I Cor. 9, Paul writes that his renunciation of support stems 
from his exercise of Christian freedom. To preach the gospel 
free of charge is his ground for boasting, indeed reward (v. 
15). Thus, his renunciation has nothing to do with apostolic 
legit1macy.3 It is rather his privilege to do so. 
In II Cor. 11:7-12, Paul's basic attitude toward 
church support has not changed from that which was in I Cor. 
9: "As the truth or Christ is in me, this boast or mine shall 
1Hurd thinks (op. cit., p. 204) that "Paul was not 
constitutionally opposed to accepting money fPOm his churches." 
cr. Phil. 4:15,16,19, II cor. 11:8-9. 
2It seems reasonably clear that the Corinthians were 
acquainted with the commandment: "those who iroclaim the 
gospel should get their living by.the gospel (I Cor.9:14). 
cr. Schmithals, Das kirchliche Apostelamt, p~ ~7. Hurd's 
contention that the matter or pa,.ent for missionaries was 
much later brought to the Corinthians' attention by incoming 
missionaries (op. cit., p. 110) is untenable. 
3A convincing argument by Hurd, op. cit., pp. 109-11. 
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not be silenced in the region of Achaia 11 {11:10). But the 
context of the issue is no longer his freedom but his apostle-
ship. Perhaps Paul exaggerates when he writes: "Did I commit 
. 
a sin abasing myself ••• because I preached God's gospel 
without cost to you? • • • Because I do not love you? •• { 11 :7, 
11), as he does in 11:8: "I robbed other churches."1 .All the 
same, the context makes it clear beyond doubt that his re-
nunciation was counted by the Corinthians as one of the rea-
sons by which his apostolic legitimacy became suspect. 2 
As to the underlying charge against Paul, Hurd holds 
that '*the Corinthians perversely now maintain that if he were 
a true apostle he oyght to have expected and received support 
from them (although, in fact, he had received none)."3 This 
interpretation, however, would mean that the Corinthians did 
not understand I Cor. 9:6-18 at all, where Paul carefully and 
quite thoroughly explained his renunciation of the financial 
claim due him. It is more likely that the suspicion of Paul's 
apostleship was aroused because in the eyes of the Corinthians 
his renunciation seemed pretentious and insincere in view of 
his earnest promotion or a collection for Jerusalem Christians, 
1Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 147. 
2see Kisemann, "Legit1mitit," p. 36; Georgi, Gesner, 
p. 237. 
3Hurd, op. cit., p. 205, n. 2. 
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not because he did not receive money.1 
It seems very probable that the newly arrived mission-
aries, i. e. Paul's opponents, were responsible for taking 
up his renunciation and exploiting it fully to their theo-
logical, if not material, advantage in order to undermine 
Paul's apostleship. Immediately following the defense of the 
renunciation in II Cor. 11:7-11, he proceeds to denounce the 
opponents as "ralse apostles, deceitful workmen, disguising 
' 
themselves as.apostles of Christ" (v. 13). 2 Whether or not 
these so-called false apostles were the sort of charlatan-
swindler preachers mentioned in Lucian, On the Death of 
Peresinus 133 is not certain, 4 despite 11:20. To say the 
least, it is unwarranted to infer from 11:20 that his oppo-
nents openly swindled money from the Corinthians on the basis 
or his renunciation as the evidence of his apostolic dis-
1It is highly unlikely that the Corinthians did not 
know Paul's acceptance of Philippian financial aid while he 
was in Corinth. Paul accepted it not merely as the remu-
neration and confirmation of his evangelistic work, but as 
the missionary fund (II Cor. 11:8). Georgi, Gegper, p. 236. 
2cr. Klisemann, "Legitimit!t," p. 37. 
3see J~ Stevens~n (ed.), A N~w Eusebius (London: 
s. P. c. K. 1963), p. 135; Josephus, Bell., IV, 3,10.165. 
-4Ll!tgert's statement is typical: ttzum ersten male 
lernen wir·hier Lehrer kennen, die die Gemeinden peckuniRr 
ausbeuten." Freiheitspredist, p. 74. So also Windisch, 
2. Korinther, p. 347; BUltmann, Ex. Problema, p. 28. 
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qualifioation. 1 Otherwise it is incomprehensible why Paul 
himself acknowledges that "in their boasted mission they 
work on the same terms as we do" (11:12). 2 11:19-20 indicates, 
however, that the opponents' conduct and teaching were 1n 
accordance with the Corinthian concept of wisdom, that they 
exerted authority, and that the Corinthians found them oon-
vinQing.3 It is in contrast to such manner of the opponents 
that Paul says "we were too weak" (11:21). 
ii. II Cor. 12:14-16 
How the opponents exploited Paul's renunciation of 
support theologically for their advantage is clear in 12: 
14-16. Here the Corinthian charge is explicitly stated: 
"Let it be that I did not burden you, but being by nature 
crafty I took you by guile" (v. 16). Paul's renunciation, 
the Corinthians were led to believe, is a part of his round-
about scheme to wrest a sum of money from them. 4 From 12: 
1Munok suggests that Paul was especially upset be-
cause the financial reserve of the Corinthian church which 
he had carefully nursed for long time in view of the anticipated 
Jerusalem collection was suddenly and unexpectedly absorbed 
by the newly arrived missionaries. Paul and Salvation of 
Mankind, pp. 171, 185. At any event, if they received money 
from tlie Corinthians the amount would have been only within 
the limit of the already established custom. It seems cer-
tain that they did not abuse the Corinthians. Cf. Munok, 
op. cit., p. 181. 
2Also of. II Cor. 10:7. 
3windisoh, 2. Korinther, p. 347; Georgi, Gagner, p. 237. 
4Ir Bornkamm-Georgi 'rs historical reconstruction is 
accepted, Paul had already placed earlier a similar charge 
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17·18, it is clear that by Paul's craftiness and guile the 
Corinthians referred to the Jerusalem collection. 1 Hurd 
thinks it probable that even before Paul wrote I Corinthians 
he had already sensed the Corinthians' suspicion on account 
ot the collection and that accordingly be defended himself 
2 in I Cor. 9. This position is unlikely. One seeks in vain 
tor a trace or such suspicion in I Corinthians. The matter 
·of the collection (I Cor. 16:1-9) is ent1rely detached from 
Paul's renunciation or support. Moreover, he reminds the 
Corinthians in II Cor. 12:17-18 or their initial cooperative 
attitude for the collection. If he suspected the Corinthians' 
reservation about the collection even in the slightest degree 
before the outbreak or the trouble which underlay II Cor. 1Q-
13, he could not have written 12:17-18; for he regards this 
reainder as sufficient to retute the unfounded accusation. 
Therefore, one can be reasonably sure,that the opponents were 
responsible tor making the inainuations against Paul such as 
against his opponents in II Cor. 2:17: "For we are not, like 
so maDJ, peddlers or God's word; but as.men or sincerity, as 
commissioned by God, in the sight or God we speak in Christ." 
Paul's charge is theological ·.not material. Thus, calling 
one another liars was mutual (II Cor. 4:2). cr. Georgi, 
Gep;ner, p. 225. · 
1 Plummer, op. cit., p. 368; Schmith&ls, Gnosis, 
p. 101; Hurd, op. c1t., P• 205. 
2
aurd thinks Pattl did not accept money from the Corin-
thians because they did not otter it (op. cit., p. 204). By 
the time Paul wrote I Corinthians, Hurd asserts, they came to 
know such practice and suspected that Paul would get even by 
means or the proposed collection tor Jerusalem Christians. 
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are apparent 1n II Cor. 12:16 and that the Corinthians em-
braced it .whole-heartedly. Interesting is Georgi's obser-
vation that while in I Cor. 9 Paul argues the right to sup-
port from the law of nature but renounces it on the ground 
of his l~oucria , in II Cor. 12:14-15 he justifies his renun-
ciation by the law of nature, and that in so doing Paul shows 
the opponents what.the 'lex naturae' really is. 1 
One need not look very far to find the ground for 
the origin of this sort of insinuation. In fact, Paul's 
stance, particular to his apostolic existence as examined in 
the previous chapter, was as vulnerable to the charges of 
indecision, vacillation and irresolution as it was suscepti-
ble to the suspicion of craftiness and deceptiveness. uYes 
but Non or 11No but Yes" was inherent 1n Paul's stance on many 
problems which he had to face and concerning which he was 
forced to give some directions. When the opponents intended 
to undermine Paul's apostolic legitimacy, his stance would 
have provided no better ground for constructing accusation, 
real or unreal, to be directed at him. The alleged accusa-
tion against Paul's craftiness, then, would have resulted 
from the opponents' combining Paul's renunciation of support 
1Georgi, Gesner, p. 239. The law of nature in this 
case, according to Georgi (Gegner, pp. 239-40), is "nicht 
das ins Kosmische projizierte aelbstbewusste Wollen·des 
Pneumatikers, sondern die sioh in den sich wiederholenden 
menschlichen Beziehungen bekundende gemeinschaftl1che Regel." 
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and the plan of collection--originally two different matters--
in a no-yes sequence. It is at this point that the charac-
teristic trait of the weakness motif in the et5ooA68u~o' 
issue re-emerges as it constitutes the basic principle at 
issue in the opponents' charge against Paul. The weakness 
motif was applied to and incorporated in the opponents' in-
tention to undermine .. Paul' a apostleship, and hence became 
their vocal charge ''Paul is weak." 
It is not known whether the opponents in II Cor. 10-13 
had already formed the intention of undermining Paul's au-
thority before they arrived at Corinth or whether they ques-
tioned his apostleship after coming into contact with his 
mission at Corinth.1 In any event, it seems certain that 
their authoritarian attitude demonstrated a striking contrast 
to Paul' a principle ''all things to all men. tt 
Thus, the immediate ground of one of the most obvious 
accusations2 against Paul in II Cor. 10-13 is traced not to 
the pneumatic issue between Paul and his opponents, as it 
shall be turther argued, but to the character-oriented 
1achmithals, for instance, contends the unanimity of 
the polemical front 1n the Pauline letters. See Walter 
Schmithals, 11Zur Abfassung und llltesten Sammlung der paulini-
schen HauptbPiefe," g• N. w., 51(1960), 225-29. For the 
individualities of.t e polemical fronts, see H. Koester, 
11Hilretiker 1m Urchristentum." in R. G. G., 3. Aufl., Bd. III, 
ools. 17-21. 
2cf. Batey, "Paul's Interaction with the Corinthians, •• 
pp. 141 ' 145. 
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difference1 between his attitude toward his church and their 
authoritarian concept of apostleship. 
iii. II Cor. 10:8, 12:19, 13:10 
There are other allusions discernible in II Cor. 10-
13 which indicate that the Corinthian disorder with which 
II Cor. 10-13 was concerned arose, although perhaps not en-
tirely, from Paul's principle of conduct exemplified in I Cor. 
8-10. One may note the significance of o[xoOo~n in II Cor. 
10-13. 
The fundamental bearing of olxoOo~n in Paul's atti-
tude toward the Corinthian church has already been made clear. 
In all of these three occurrences in II Cor. 10-13, Paul 
states emphatically and explicitly that olxoOo~n, not 
xaeatpeo&~, is the objective of his apostolic commission. 
He virtually repeats twice (10:8,13:10) the esouota which 
!!O(I)xev o xop1o~ [ao't'Cf>] e:k olxoOo~i)v xai ol5x e(~ xaeaipe:o&v. 1 
!!O(I)XE:V o xop&o~ qualifies 't'n~ esouoia~ (e:(~ ofxoOo~nv) 
with the absolute, impeccable credential. The divine verifi-
1ane may recall Plummer's remark on II Cor. 10:10. 
See p. 37 above. 
2The failure to grasp the polemical intent of Paul's 
esouota is apparent in J. Weiss' proposal that~' !!O(I)XE:V 
• •• xaeatpeo&v u~~v is an interpolation of 13:10. Accord-
ing to him, this clause is 11e1ne matte und hier ganz unan-
gebrachte Dublette und Vortlaut vortrefflich wirkt.u Die 
Aufsaben der Neutestamentlichen W1ssenschaft in der·Gegen-
.!!!:l (G8ttingen: vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1908), p. 31, to 
which Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 142, refers. 
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cation of oixooo~~ is even more explicit in 12:19, where 
anoAoyo6~eea, xa~evav~' 8eoG ~v Xp'~oG, and unep ~~' u~~v 
o[xooo~~' appear in consecutive sequence. His esouaia is 
a spiritual gift from above,1 which must be used to bring 
l # 2 about o,xooo~T] • It is apparent that under the instigation 
of the opponents, the Corinthians disavowed the esouaia Paul 
claimed for oixooo~~· This is clearly shown in tva ~~ o6sw 
~aav ex~o~e1v u~a, (10:9). They now regarded his authorityas 
a front which could be displayed through letters but not be 
effectuated personally in their presence (10:10). It seems 
certain from 12:21 that during the course of events spanning 
I Corinthians to II Cor. 10-13 Paul was unable to effect the 
disciplinary measure among the Corinthians, as he wished in 
I Cor. 5:3-5. Easily imaginable is it that Paul's stern Judg-
ment3 against incest was deemed self-contradictory in view 
of his otherwise conciliatory stance in the name or o(xooo~~· 
The careful argument and appeal to reason in I Corinthians 
1 According to KMsemann ( "LegitimitMt," f.• 35), u es-
ouaia und nveG~a sind·Jedoch Wechselbe~riffe.' Also · 
Reitzenstein wri tea (op. cit., ~· 363): Das WoPt esouai a 
bedeutet 1m Zauber jede Hbernatdrliche und geheimnisvolle 
Kraft, die sich auf ein ·besonderes VerhRltnis · zu Gott und 
eine besondere yvwa '' gr4ndet. " . 
20ne cannot but s~se the echo of Paul's persuasion 
in I Cor. 1 2-14. 
3aee Ernst Kisemann, "sMtze heiligen Rechtes 1m Neuen 
Testament, .. in Exese'\ische VePsliche und Beainungen, Bd. II, 
pp. 72-74 •. 
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perhaps concealed the contrast, if not self-contradiction, 
which became noticeable in his conduct and polemics during 
his second visit. Thus, 10:9-10 should be taken to encompass 
not only the specific matter such as described in I Cor. 5: 
3-5, but Paul's existence as a whole. 1 That vv. 9-10 do 
not rater exclusively to the matters contained in I Corinthians 
is certain from oJa ~wv ~~~~OAWV (v. 9) and at ~~l~oAai 
(v. 10). It may be noted that his letter prior to I Corin-
thians also dealt with the moral problems (I Cor. 5:9), i. e. 
the matter of conduct. Should II Cor. 2:14-7:4 be included 
in those "letters," as the recent Garman scholarship insists, 2 
it would have served only to enhance, in the vlew or the Corin-
thians, the contrast between his pneumatic theological con-
tention and his less pneumatic standard or conduct which he 
maintained. 
Apparently Paul did not reel the disparity in his 
position as did the Corinthians (10:11). Again, this con-
fident feeling is intelligible only it it is considered to 
have originated in the ~~oooia given him by the Lord. From 
1so Kilaemann, 
accusation, according 
"Er aoll kein rechter 
) and v. 11 
"Legit1mitft,u p. 37. But, the major 
to him, woald·have been first of all 
Pneumatiker sein." Ibid., p. 35. 
-2 See pp. 15-22 above. 
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( ~~ !py~ )1 it may well be concluded that the Corinthian 
accusation of v. 10 was not directed merely to Paul's physi-
cal appearances or the lack of certain pneumatic gifts but 
2rimarily to the concrete matters resulting from the con-
stitutive principle of his apostolic existence, i. e. the 
principle of ••all things to all menu and the implications 
inherent in it. In the eyes of the Corinthians, the mode 
of his apostolic existence was unimpressive, "weak" and ttof 
no account" (v. 10).2 Unable to perceive that his attitude 
was born out of ~~' l~ouoia' e£' o[xooo~~v xai oux e(' 
xaeaipeoLv, they rewarded him with humiliation (10:1)~ To 
them he announces his coming visit followed by a stern warn-
ing (12:21,13:10). 
1 !pyov appears to be a technical term denoting mis-
sionary activities. See Georgi, ~sner, p. so, so, n. 8. 
Ct. I Cor. 3:13,14,1S; II Cor. 9: ,11:1S. 
2Pertinent at this point is Schlatter's remark (Paulus 
der Bote Jesu, p. 622): ttEbensowenig begriffen sie, was Paulus 
bel seinem Besuch bek4mmert hatte und wesbalb er geduldig 
wartete, bis der GehoPsam der Gemeinde vollendet sei. Wenn 
sie aber aus seiner Geduld den Schluss ziehen, dass er kraft-
los se1, so heisst dae Wort und das Werk nicht getrennt, und 
sein aus der Ferne geeprochenes Wort kein anderes ala das, 
dae er in der NMhe spricht. Veil sie nichts anderes ala 
ihre grossen WoPte batten, mit denen sie ihren Anteil am 
Gelate priesen, I 4, 10, nahmen sie an, der Chrietenstand 
des Paulus bestehe auch nur in Worten. Er aber lebte f~r 
aein werk, und dies war der Aufbau der Geme1nden. Das Mittel, 
mit dam er es herstellte, war das Wort, aber ein mit der Kraft 
geeintes Wort,." 
3cr. Lletzmann, Korinther, p. 140. 
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iv. II Cor. 10:1-2 
Related to 10:8-11 is the opening sentence of this 
polemical fragment (1)1-2). In fact, one can observe a par-
allel train of thought between them: 
( 1 ) The christological endorsement 
of Paul's stance 
I, Paul, myself entreat 
you, by the meekness and 
gentleness of Christ 
our authority, which the 
Lord gave for building you 
up and not destroying you 
(2) The opponents' accusation 
I who am humble when race 
to face with you, but bold 
to you when I am away 
For they say, His letters 
are weighty and a trong, 
but his bodily presence is 
weak, and his speech of no 
account 
(3) Paul's defense against the alleged accusation 
I beg of you that when I am 
present I may not have to 
show boldness with such con-
fidence as I count on show-
ing against some who suspect 
us of acting 1n worldly fashion. 
Let such people understand 
that what we say by letter 
when absent, we do when 
present. 
The order of the weightiness-weakness antithesis is reversed 
in 10:1. This reversal is certainly due to Paul, as 10:10 
is a quotation and therefore may well preserve the original 
order. It is important to note that a clear affirmation of 
Paul's christological atfiliation1 precedes the reference to 
1Gattgemanns (op. cit., pp. 135-36) argues convincingly 
that the christologicai reference in 10:1 is not to be con-
sidered as Paul's 1mitatio Christi in terms of his understand-
ing of the earthly Jesus, which he derived from the tradition 
of Jesus. Against Plummer, op. cit., p. 273; Strachan, ~· 
cit., p. 9; also R. Leivestad, "'The Mee,kness and Gentleness 
-
125 
to his opponents' reproach. 
~'va' ~ou' AOY'~o~evou' n~a' 00, xu~a oapxu nept-
nu~ouv~a' (v. 2) confirms the opponent' appraisal of Paul 
' 
which has already emerged in the present investigation. 
nep '11:a~e1'v xa~a expresses "the state of one 1 s existence with 
the designation of the norm of conduct."1 This clause is 
decidedly Pauline; 2 therefore, the expression may well be 
Paul's paraphrase of his opponents' contention. All the same, 
it epitomizes their accusation.3 If so considered, v. 2 
of Christ' II Cor. x. 1," pp. 156-64. Leivestad shows little 
departure from the old interpretation in terms of Imitatio 
Christi. G~ttgemanns is entirely justified in pointing out 
the problem·of the earthly Jesus in 10:1 must be considered 
from the Corinthian polemical perspective. Op. cit., pp. 
138-39. This is to say that the relationship of the earthly 
Jesus to Paul's apostleship becomes relevant only in reference 
to the demonstrability of the pneumatic Christ. For this 
sort of ohristological affiliation, see pp. 211-15, 225-36 
below. 
line is 
fsauer (Arndt-Gin~rich), 
the present writer a. 
2 Ibid., P• 655. 
.o.p_. __ c_it •• , p. 655. Under-
3cf. Windisch, 2. Korinther, p. 295. Since Georgi 
assumes the accusation asalnst Paul's weakness corresponds 
to the notion that Paul is not Pneumatiker, his assessment 
of 10:2 involves above all Paul as preacher: ••In dem Zusammen-
hang muss dieser Vorwurt zunichst auf das Auf~reten des Paulus 
ala Verkdndiger und erst in zweiter Lin1e aut seine Existenz 
aberhaupt bezogen warden." Gesner, p. 232. The result of the 
present investigation reverses the order in Georgi's assess-
ment: Paul's existence was called into question; therefore, 
naturally his authority as preacher would have become suspect. 
Georgi is right when he says: "Da sie [Paul' a opponents] Paulus 
ala ihren Konkurrenten ansahen1 stuften sie ihn auf diese 
Weise unter sich ein. Paulus widerlegt nun diesen gegnerisohen 
Vorwurf nicht unmittelber, bringt kein konkurrierrendes Gagen-
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indicates that Paul understood correctly that the scope of 
their accusation encompassed the whole of his existence and 
that they appraised it xa~a oapxa • 1 
It is reasonable to conclude from the above discussion 
that Paul's opponents took offense at his attitude and the 
manner of his conduct, which were, in Paul's contention, 
motivated by the specifically endowed ~~oooia • The objective 
of that ~~ooota was ofxooo~~ • To the eyes of the opponents 
and of the Corinthians his conduct appeared in principle very 
similar to that of the weak brethren in I Cor. 8-10. The 
beispiel. Paulus versucht vielmehr, den Vorwurf sachlich zu 
analysieren. Er hebt die Diskussion auf eine grunds!tzliche 
Ebene." Ibid., p. 232, n. 1. 
-
1 xa~d. oapxa is referred to 't'a'JreLYO"tT}c; and aoeeve&a 
by L1etzmann, Korinther, p. 140. Scbmithals is not certain 
whether xaTd. o&pxa Is a quotation of' the opponents' charge 
or Paul's reflection, though he considers the former favorably. 
Gnosis, p. 155. So the following exegesis ensues: Paul's oppo-
nents (the gnostic Christians according to Scbmithals) used 
~ep&na't'e1Y Xa"ta Oclpxa (10:2) Only in the m1thical sense, that 
is, the nveo~a~txoc; lives in no way xa~a oapxa ; but Paul 
read into the phrase the ethical sense 'sinful' according to 
his understanding of' the phrase and then regarded it as the 
gnostic charge a~ainst him because of' his high estimate of 
th~ flesh. P~ul s r~spon~e :o this char~e is v. 3: ev oapxl 
yap nep&na,;oov't'ec; oo xa,;a oapxa ~pa't'eoo~eea. Gnosis, pp. 
155-?6•, Schmithals thinks, therefore, the ethical meaning of 
xa~a oapxa is unfounded, as tar as the Corinthian gnosis is 
concerned. His exegesis detaches 10:2 from 10:1. Only in so 
doing, he is able to reach the above conclusion. It 10:1 and 
2 are taken into consideration together, it is difficult to 
regard xa't'a oapxa neptna~e1v in a pure mythical sense, tor 
10:1 inevitably implicates the matter or Paul's behavior with 
xa~a. oapxa. Therefore, Xa"ta oapxa refers to the concrete 
matter, i. e. Paul's conduct. 
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charge of weakness 1 was thus directed to his over all conduct 
as unbecoming to his apostolic claim, and consequently his 
apostolic legitimacy was placed under suspicion. 
How serious a problem Paul's missionary stance was 
for the Corinthians can be easily recognized from II Cor. 1: 
15-24. Chadwick expresses this point aptly when he says: 
ttThe locus classicus • • • for the attack on Paul for his 
elasticity of principle is II Cor. i. 13-24. ••2 In the midst 
of the reconciliatory tone, Paul defends his missionary stance 
on a profound christological ground, the expression of which 
has since become an important key to the understanding of 
Pauline theology. 
The Theological Ramifications 
of the Opponents' Appraisal 
If Paul's conduct, which was theologically motivated--
i. e. in accordance with the esoucr&a which was given him--, 
invited the Corinthians• appraisal of "weakness" and resultant 
criticism, such appraisal was not without theological ramifi-
cations. It is only logical to suspect that this appraisal 
"Paul is weak" would have awakened the doubt ''whether Paul 
1The term acr9eve: ~a or acreevf)' is phenomenologically 
oriented in its connotations. See the passages in the LXX 
where ltcreeve ta and related terms occur. 
2chadwick, "All Things to All Men," p. 262. For this 
passage, see w. c •. van Unnick, ttReiseplRne und Amen-Sagen: 
Zusammenhang und Gedankenfolge in II Korinther 1:15-24," in 
Studia Paulina, pp. 215-34. 
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is nveup.a1: Lxo' or not." 
i. II Cor. 13:3 
The transition from "Paul is weak" to "he is not 
. . 
nveup.a'ttxo' "may be seen in 13:3: "You seek a proof of 
Christ speaking in me, Christ who is not weak toward you but 
powerful in you."1 What happened in transition is the inten-
sification of the Corinthian accusation. The demand of ooxtp.n 
is obviously more tban their appraising Paul's conduct as 
weakness. One may call this process which occu~red in tran-
sition 'theologizing,' tor the viewpoint is shifted decidedly 
and explicitly trom their appraisal and resultant criticism 
ot the concrete conduct to the heart ot the legitimacy or 
his apostleship. 
There is no doubt that the frame ot reference of 1:oG 
~v ~p.o& AaAoov'to' Xpto'toG lies very close to the Corinthian 
theology. Contrar7 to the present writer's contention as 
presented here, Scbmithals represents probably more than any-
one else the view that the pneuaattc issue was the core ot 
the confrontation between Paul and the Corinthians. He con-
tends:2 (1) the terminology ot II Cor. 13:3 is purely gnostic 
and presupposes the gnostic Christ myth;3 (2) according to 
1The present writer's translation. 
2
sohmithals, Gnoais, PP• 183-84. 
3Gattgemanns agrees with Scbaithals on (2) and (3). 
see Gdttgeaanns, op. cit., pp. 145-48. 
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the Corinthian gnos1s o ~v ~1vl AaA~V Xpt~6' is identical 
to ~o ev ~lVl ov ~veu~a; (3) the Corinthians demanded a 
concrete demonstration of the ecstatic endowment which is 
above all glossolalia; (4) Paul, however, could not understand 
such a concrete demand, 1 so he understood it only figuratively. 
It seems improbable, however, that Paul was still unable to 
understand the accusation or demand of his opponents after 
his second stay in Corfth. On the contrary it is more likely 
that he knew what the issue was between him and his opponents 
and from what it arose. The intent of 13:3, as Paul under-
stood 1t, 2 becomes clear when it 1s considered together with 
13:2. He describes admittedly the contrast between his fore-
bearance, which appeared to them mere threat in words but no 
action (13:2), and the decisiveness exemplified in the oox1~~ 
~ou ev e~ol AaAouv~o' Xpl~Ou , which was characteristic in 
the Corinthian chr1stology and which accordingly they wished 
Paul to demonstrate if he was to be legitimatized as apostle. 
13:2 and 3 seen together, the issue is 1theolog1zed, 1--1.e. 
it is now shifted to the christological level. Aside from 
1Acoord1ng to 5chm1thals, Paul's misunderstanding is 
apparent in the positive turn he takes in his understanding 
of the phrase and also in that .he makes no reference to his 
glossolalia as in I Cor. 14:18. Qp. cit., p. 184. 
2cf. Gattgemanns, op. oit., p. 125: "Ausgangspunkt 
der motivegesohichtliohen Untersuchung muss immer die Inten-
tion des Paulus sein. Diese lasst sich gerade nicht religions-
gesch1chtlich 'ableiten', sondern 1st eine genuine Eigentdm-
liohke1t des Paulus." . 
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Paul's understanding of ~ou ~v l~oi AaAouv~o' Xpt~ou 
which will be discussed later, 1 it is of foremost importance 
to note that the issue has not deviated from the original 
accusation. It still has-to do with Paul's seemingly ambigu-
ous attitude which appeared so offensive to the Corinthians. 
Thus, what takes place in 13:2 and 3 is the heightening of 
the issue as it is theologized. 
ii. II Cor. 11:5-6 
The same manner of transition takes place in 11:5-6. 
Paul claims first his equality with the superlative apostles 
(11:5) and supplies the basis for his claim (11:6). It has 
been stated earlier that i6t~~' ~~ AO~ refers to his words 
and deeds as a whole. 2 Significant is the fact that in 11:6b 
he reminds the Corinthians of his yvwcr 1' which was manifest 
1 See pp •. 211-15 below. 
2 In presenting the portrait of Moses according to 
Josephus, Ant., III, 212f, Georgi (Gesner, p. 263) mentions 
that the figure of Moses was indistinct from his fellow country 
men except he considered the interest of all. Quoting the above 
passage { [6t~euoov xai ~~ ~OA~ xai xacrt ~oi' ~AAOt' ~yoov 
eau~ov 6~~0~tx~epov xai ~~6ev ~OUAOAeVo' ~wv XOAAWV 6ta-
cpeptnv ooxeiv), Georgi writes, "Hier soll so etwas wie ein 
idealer Volksf~hrer gezeichnet warden, der es sich leisten 
kann, auf Ding& zu verzichten, die nur seine pers8nliche Stell-
ung and Geltung meinen, und sich nur da vom Volk unterscheidet, 
wo das Ganze betroffen 1st. Eine fot~~' 1m elgentlichen Sinn--
so wie dies die Gesner in Korinth dem Paulus vorgeworfen 
hatten (2. K. 11,6)--will Josephus nicht vorstellen 11 Ibid., 
P• 263. Georgi is forced to say so because he accepts-rhe 
notion that Co,~~' ~~ AO~ specifically refers to the lack 
of free pneumatic speech (ibid., p. 228). Once 11:6a is 
emancipated from the above-aiiumption, the use of Cot~~' 
in 11:6a can be indeed illuminated by the passage from Josephus 
quoted above. If Josephus implies by it the assimilation of 
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among them in every way in every thing. His claim of yvwcnc; 
is neither something newly acquired nor is it something pulled 
out of thin air in the face of the opponents' accusation, 
but it has been, Paul contends, already recognized by the 
Corinthians themselves. In other words, Paul shifts the 
stage of defense on to the pneumatic level from the level of 
concrete words and conduct. 1 
iii. II Cor. 12:12-13 
Judged from its context, II Cor. 12:12 implies that 
the superlative apostles claimed the legitimacy of their 
apostolic existence by performing the OD~tta ~ou ano~6Aou. 2 
Moses, who is nveu~a~tx6c; per se, to his people and the peo-
ple to him as Georgi thinks (~~· p. 263) such idea lies 
in the vicinity of Paul's thought complex, ~all things to all 
men," o[xo5o~~ and the body of Christ, all·these being kept 
in tae eschatological urgency and tension of the present. 
1According to Reitzenstein, Paul repeats the claim of 
"(VWOl' with UAX ev nav~i and prepares again for returning to 
the charge of xa~a aapxa neptna~eiv (i. e. his renunciation 
of support which was appraised by the Corinthians as xa~a 
aapxa ) with ~avep~aav~e' ev naatv etc; u~ac; • Thus, 11:6b is 
to be read: nAA' ou ~~ yv~aet, nA~ ev nav~i [~e~n~ooc; ~~ac;] 
~avep~aav~ec; ev naalV • Op. cit., p. 367. If accepted, this 
interpretation gives support to the proposal made in this in-
vestigation: Paul shifts the concrete issue up to the level of 
gnosis and then down to the concrete matter. According to 
Paul's understanding, the claim in the endowment of yvwa1c; is 
incompatible with xa~a aapxa neptna~etv (of. 10:3-6) and 
a~ap~ia (11:6-7). By affirming the former, he negates the 
latter (11:6b-7). It seems clear that the Pauline gnosis has 
some ethical overtone. That the lack of yvt'>cac; implicates 
ethical problems is evident elsewhere (cr. I Cor. 8:7,15:34). 
See Reitzenstein, op. cit., p. 343. 
2KMsemann, ••LegitimitMt, tt p. 62. So K&nmel in Lietz-
mann, Korinther, p. ·213. 
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The O"ll!J.€ia 't"OU a:n:oO"t'oA.ou may well have been the uStich-
wortnl from the mouths of Paul's opponents, but it is less 
certain whether one can reason, as Klsemann does, that ttMan 
hat an Paulus endlich die 'Apostelzeichen' vermisst."2 The 
fact that Paul insists on his equality with the superlative 
apostles, reiterating the signs, wonders and mighty works 
which he performed in Corinth, does not necessarily support 
the assumption that he was accused of a lack in the apostolic 
signs. From 12:12 one can be sure, at least, that Paul was 
confident of his equal standing with the superlative apostles 
in so far as the apostolic signs were concerned.3 It is more 
fitting to regard 12:12 as a reminder to the Corinthians, not 
a clarification of the contested issue. By the time II Corin-
thians was written, signs, wonders and mighty works were al-
ready associated in a formula which designated the outward 
1Kilsemann, uLegit1mitllt, tt p. 35. 
2 . 
~., p. 61; Georgi, Gegner, p. 231. 
3Georgi contends that standing in contrast to eeiol 
av6pe' who place a high estimation on miracles, "Paulus will 
hier gar nicht mittun, kann den Zeichen wirklich nur eine 
zeichenhafte Bedeutung erkennen. •• Gesner, p. 231. It seems 
rather difficult to understand the text with Georgi's inter-
pretation in mind. One is obliged to consider 12:12 in the 
context of Paul's foolish talk. (The foolish talk does not 
end entirely with 12:10. Its effect still lingers on in 12: 
11-13. Moreover, there is a structural similarity between 
11:1-6 and 12:11-13.) In this framework Paul asserts himself 
confidently against his opponents over the issue of the signs, 
as in the case of vision and revelation (12:1ff). 
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dispensation of the spirit. 1 What Paul affirms in 12:11-12 
is that he is no less entitled to apostleship than the super-
lative apostles if examined on the basis of his pneumatic 
credentials. 
If 12:12 is so understood rather than as a refutation 
of the Corinthian charge, 12:13 fits properly in the context. 
One may consider v. 13 as consisting of two points: {1) For 
what is it that you stood behind [~oo~e~~e] to the other 
churches? (2) "Except I myself' did not burden you. Forgive 
me this injustlce. "2 As to ( 1), it is a self-explanatory 
question to which the reply is obvious and not expected. Paul 
does admit in (2) that his renunciation of' support gave room 
for the Corinthian accusation. In this regard, he owes them 
further elaboration, to which he turns in 12:14ff. Again, 
the transition from theactual accusation to its theological 
ramification can be traced. In this case, Paul reverses the 
order: he defends himself' first on the pneumatic basis, and 
then with the strength of that 4efense he turns to the actual 
accusation. 
iv. II Cor. 12:1 
In passing one may note 12:1.3 Both visions and 
1Kisema:rin, ••Legit1mitMt," p. 61. Cf. Gal. 2:5, Rom. 
15:19. 
2An ironic overtone is obvious in the use of' &oLxta. 
cr. alJ.ap~ia , 11:7. 
3Fbr further discussion, see pp. 173-83 below. 
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revelations were probably counted among the pneumatic cre-
1 dentials, of which Paul's opponents were proud. As in the 
case of 12:12 it is not certain whether they demanded them 
from Paul. Assured is the tact that Paul was forced to boast 
2 (11:16,21b,12:16), and in so doing he proved himself equal 
to them on their own ground. Thus, 12:1 is parallel to 11: 
21b-23a in its intent. Once again his defense rests in prov-
ing that he was ~veo~a~lx6~ as much as his opponents are. 
What is more ·striking, as will be discussed later, is that 
Paul utilizes the experiences or revelation and epiphany to 
verify the concept of weakness particular to his own. Suf-
fice it here to note that Paul is able to say confidently to 
the Corinthians that his pneumatic credentials deserve no 
blame. 
4. The Relationship between the Primary 
Accusation and Its Pneumatic Ramifications 
It has been made amply clear that in II Cor. 10-13 
the contested issue, the apostolic legitimacy, is frequently 
shifted between the concrete matter--Paul's weakness--and its 
pneumatic repercussions. Observing these frequent shifts in 
the fNme of reference, one may reason that since the accusa-
tion against Paul's weakness--!. e. his manner of existence--
1Georgi, Gegger, passim. Lahrmann, op. cit., p. 57. 
2Problematic is whether Paui was forced to it by 
their demand or by his own polemical necessity. The present 
writer chooses the latter. See pp. 175-83 below. 
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implicates the doubts in his pneumatic qualification, the 
opponents would not have criticised him against the former 
without the latter; that is to say, the accusation against 
his weakness would have been irrevocably united with the 
verdict of disqualification as apostle. 1 
However, it has been argued that Paul accepted that 
he and his opponents stood on the same ground in so far as 
the pneumatic credentials were concerned (11:6,12:1, 12:12). 
For this reason, he was able to claim equal standing with 
the so-called superlative apostles (10:7,11:5-6,11:22,12:11). 
In this respect, it is difficult to assume that Paul's apostle-
ship was criticized for the lack of the pneumatic credentials. 
For, by criticizing Paul, the opponents also would have jeop-
ardized their own claim. In fact, the hypothesis that Paul 
was accused of the lack of the pneumatic g1fts 2 is untenable 
1Th1s is the general consensus of the previous research. 
2At this point, one should not make the mistake of 
denying that the opponents were Pneumatiker. Problematic is 
whether Paul was accused on account of the lack of pneumatic 
sifts. It has been an influential assumption-that (1) the 
opponents were Pneumat1ker, (2) Paul engaged 1n a bitter po-
lemic, against them, and (3) therefore, he must have been ac-
cused of the lack of pneumatic gifts (charismata) and per-
formances. So Reitzenstein, op. cit., p. 362; KMsemann, 
"LegitimitMt," p. 35; Bornkamm, Vorgeschichte, P• 13; Schmithals, 
Gnosis, PP• 166-67,184; Georgi, Gesner, p. ~Ba, n. 7; Ldhrmann, 
op. cit., pp. 57, 64; G4ttgemanns, op. cit., p. 96. It·seems 
to the present writer that K4mmel {in Lietzmann, Korinther, 
p. 208) points to the right direction when he says: "nasa 
man Paulus das Christsein abgesprochen habe • • , 1st eine 
unbegrdndete Annahme, da Paulus in 10-13 seine Autorit~t, 
n1cht sein Christsein verteidigt ••• Da Paulus das x~i ~~e1' 
Xpl~oG begrfindet mit seinem Mlssionsauftrag und seinem 
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for the following reasons: (1) at the time II Cor. 10-13 was 
written, the opponents were completely successful in drawing 
the Corinthians to their side against Paul; (2) by the time 
the letter of reconciliation or, at least, Romans was written, 
Paul was equally successful in regaining the confidence of 
the Corinthians; (3) in view of (1) and (2), could the Corin-
thians be overwhelmingly convinced by the opponents who 
pointed out the lack of the pneumatic gifts in Paul, and then, 
after a short interval in an equally overwhelming manner, be 
reclaimed by Paul, who merely reiterated his ministry among 
them in the past so far as his pneumatic credentials were 
concerned? If so, it follows that the Corinthians would have 
to be a group of completely naive, uncritical simpletons. 
That this was not the case is evident from I Corinthians. 
(4) Moreover, Paul's pneumatic "theology" is amply demon-
strated in II Cor. 2:14-6:13. 
The discrepancy between Paul's confidence in his 
pneumatic credentials and his weakness under accusation may 
be resolved if one assumes that Paul was responsible for 
formulating the pneumatic ramifications of that accusation 
directed against his 'weakness,' and defended himself against 
the latter, i. e. the primary accusation, by refuting its 
Missionaertolg (10 8. 12ft), liegt die Annahme am nMchsten, 
die Ge~ner hMtten sich in besonderem Sinne ala tchr1stus-
diener beze1ohnet (vgl. II 11 23), und Paulus erhebt genau 
so wie sie den Anspruch, ein Christussklave zu sein." 
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ramifications. 1 This means the opponents raised the criticism 
against Paul's conduct which was, according to Paul, moti-
vated by the apostolic principle particular to him, despite 
his other apostolic (:pneumatic) qualifications. The latter 
did not come to question as far as the opponents were con-
cerned.2 What they knew of Paul before their confrontation 
1Paul resorts to this method of argumentation else-
where. One notable example is round in I Cor. 15:29-32, where 
he points out the self-contradiction implicit in the Corinthian 
concept of resurrection: (1) If there is no resurrection of 
the dead, wh7 do you still practice the baptism in behalf of 
the dead? (2) If there is no resurrection of the dead, the 
apostolic existence in suffering would only confirm the hope-
lessness of death. cr. Gattgemanns, op. cit., pp. 76-79. 
2Appeal to 13:3 i~ not sufficient to invalidate this 
proposal. No doubt this verse comes from the opponents or at 
least reflects their contention, and it is rich in pneumatic 
overtone. However, the issue here is, at least according to 
Paul's understanding of 'tou l v EIJ.O 'l A.aA.ouv't'oc; Xp l CYtou , the 
decisiveness 1n Christ which constitutes apostolic authority. 
How the problem invoked by Paul's missionary stance 
involved christology may be seen in II Cor. 1:15-22, especially 
vv. 18-22. (Whether 1:1-2:13 is a part of the letter of re-
conciliation or not is immaterial, for the context of 1:15ff 
is concerned with Paul's refraining from visit as is the con-
text or 13:3.) Paul declares: "As surely as God is faithful, 
our word to you has not been Yes and No. For the Son of God, 
Jesus Christ, whom we preached amo~ you • • • was not Yes 
and No; but in him it is always Yes (vv. 18-19). While one 
notes the christological ground of the apostolic decisiveness, 
it is also observed how Paul draws the collateral endorsement 
from God. In fact, the direction of thought moves from God 
toward Christ (vv. 18,19). This is evident in v. 21: o ~e­
~utoov ~IJ.ac; auv UIJ.iV etc; XptCYtoY xa'l xpiaac; ~IJ.ac; 9e6c;. Thus, 
Paul presents first the faithfulness of God, then on the 
strength of this premise he deduces the christological cer-
tainty of his gospel. It is God who seals him and gives him 
his spirit as a guarantee (v. 22). The certainty of Christ 
in Paul is demonstrable by the evidence of God's spirit given 
to him. 1:15ff also confirms the conclusion reached in this 
investigation that Paul was completely confident in his 
pneumatic credentials. 
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during his painful visit was mostly through his previous 
letters (10:10} which were probably the source of their in-
formation.1 If II Cor. 2:14-6:13 was written with the oppo-
nents' theology in view prior to II Cor. 10-13, as Bornkamm 
and Georgi hold,2 it would have been especially contributive 
in impressing them with Paul's pneumatic theology3 in contrast 
to his words and deeds on concrete matters which they witnessed 
1The Corinthians themselves would not have been much 
help to the opponents, since they were divided as to their 
estimate ot Paul's stance. Paul did not commit himself to 
one particular stance, as the examination of I Cor. 8-10 has 
made it clear. 
2see pp. 21-22 above. 
3James M. Robinson has shown how in II Corinthians, 
especially in 2:14-7:~Paul comes to the proximity of Corin-
thian pneumatic theology which he refutes in I Corinthians. 
See Robinson, ·~erygma and History in the New Testament," p. 
145. If one assumes that his opponents were given an oppor-
tunity to read those letters or his, they might well have 
sensed the arbitrariness in Paul's theological thinking. 
Here again, the perenially problematic principle of yes-no 
proposition is discernible. ct. G4ttgemanns, op. cit., pp. 
96-97. Gdttgemanns assumes neitheP temporal nor situational 
difference between II Cor. 2:14-7:4 and 10-13 (p. 95). Ac-
cording to him, Paul answers in II Cor. 4:7-15 the ggostic 
suspicion; ~hich Gattgemanns formulates as follows: "rat die 
Behauptung, .das apostol1sche Amt stehe 1m Untarschied zum 
mosaischen Amt 1m Scheine der unverhdllten eschatologischen 
56sa , die durch den Geist auch dem A~ostel eine neue o6sa- . 
hafte Existenzweise ( ~e~a~op~o6~t9al) verlelht (3,18), wirk-
llch glaubhatt angesichts der &creevtta am ow~a des Apostels 
(vgl. 11;30; 12,5.9.10)? Was 1st von der o6sa der apostoli-
schen Verkdndigung zu h&lten, die Gat in der Exiatenz des 
Apostels aufleuchten lless (4,5f.), wenn dlese sich gerade 
am crw~a ~~~ acretvtia~ des Apostels nlcht ala wirksam er-
weist?tt Op. cit., pp. 96-97. This sort of question is pre-
cisely.what PaUl might have encountered upon his visit at 
Corinth, despite his eluciation (prior to his visit) in II 
Cor. 4:7-15. The acreeve&a of the apostle Paul (11:30;12:5, 
9,10) which Gdttgemanns mentions emerges only in II Cor. 10-
13. cr. PP• 25-26 above. 
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during his visit at Corinth. Obviously his stance on the 
concrete matters would not have lived up to his pneumatic 
theology. 
5. Summary 
It may be concluded that the Corinthian accusation 
against Paul arose from his seemingly ambiguous criterion of 
conduct. The Corinthians used the term "weak" to criticize 
his apostolic existence, for his conduct showed external 
similarity to the manner of those whom the Corinthians de-
ridingly called weak (11:29), i. e. Christians who were 
indecisive in their Judgment and who vacillated between Yes 
and No as typically exemplified in their stance on et5oo-
A.oeu-coc;. 
It is held probable that Paul was not charged with 
the lack of the charismata which were esteemed to legitimate 
apostleship. It seems, on the contrary, that Paul had appealed 
to the charismata given him in order to ward off the oppo-
nents' accusation. 
It is understandable that Paul would not refute the 
Corinthians' accusation merely by reminding them of the 
pneumatic credentials they had witnessed in his prior min-
istry in Corinth. The mere refutation of the weakness charge 
would result in disavowing the "weak" brethren with whom he 
identified himself through his olxo6o!J.i} principle. 
In short, Paul must fight back against the Corinthian 
~·· 
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charge that he is weak, in order to validate his apostleship; 
but, if he should say he is not weak, then he spurns the weak 
brethren, thus jeopardizing his ~~ouoia which was given by 
the Lord. Besides, such a manoeuver serves only to confirm 
the Corinthian suspicion that he is an opportunist--he now 
turns out to be strong. In order to resolve this predicament, 
as will be discussed in the next chapter, Paul admits his 
weakness, not in the same way the opponen~ appraise it but 
affixing to it a significance and meaning specifically his 
own. 
CHAPTER VI 
PAUL'S DEFENSE OF HIS ~KNESS (1) 
1. The Form of Paul's Elucidation 
i. The Restraint in His Polemic 
Despite the severity of the polemic contained in 
II Cor. 10-13, 1 a certain note of restraint and strain is 
discernible in Paul's argumentation. It' finds expression 
on the one hand in his bitingly ironical and sarcastic re-
marks (11:5,21,12:13) and on the other hand in his reluctant 
self-boasting (10:8,11:18,22,30,12:5) which he acknowledges 
as foolishness (11:1,16,17,12:11). 
According to Kisemann, the restraint on Paul's part 
conceals his rather embarrassing position. He wants to re-
pudiate totally his opponents' missionary activity in Corinth 
yet at the same time he wants to avoid conflict with the 
Jerusalem apostles, who represent an authority which both 
Paul and his opponents must acknowledge and to which they both 
must submit themselves.2 dsemann contends, therefore, that 
the superlative apostles (i.e. the Jerusalem apostles, 11:5 
1E. g., 11:2-4,12-15. 
2Kisemann, 11Legit1mitMt, 11 pp. 41-52. 
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12:11) should not be identified with the false apostles de-
nounced in 11:13,22. In order to make this distinction, it 
is cardinal to KRsemann's position to detect a transition 
. 
between 11:4 and 5.1 Barrett reaches a similar conclusion 
upon his examination of Peter's influence in Corinth. 
Barrett detects in I Corinthians "the certain influence, and 
probably presence, of Peter in Co~1nth."2 He also finds 
II Corinthians reflecting a further deterioration of the 
Corinthian situation because of the activities of the Jewish-
Christian emissaries who, he assumes, used Peter "as a figure-
head11 to their own advantage; thus, Paul's .. embarrassment" 
. 
consisted in the fact that "he could not simply repudiate 
Peter, yet Peter, in the hand of those who made use of him, 
was on the way to ruining Paul's work at Corinth."3 Both 
Kisemann and Barrett assert that Gal. 2 provides a convincing 
analogy to the situation 1n Corinth. 4 
The validity of the hypothesis of Kisemann, as well 
as that of Barrett, is doubtful for the following reasons: 
(1) That the authority of Jerusalem had been already estab-
1 Ibid., PP• 40,48. 
-2Barrett, "Cephas and Corinth, u pp. 11-12. 
3 ' Ibid., p. 12. 
-
4KJsemann, "Legitimit!t," pp. 45-47; Barrett, "Cephas 
and Corinth," pp. 8, 12; "Christianity at Corinth," pp. 294-
95. Cf. c. K. Barrett, "Paul and the 'Pillar' Apostles," 
in Studia Paulina, pp. 1-4. 
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1 lished as constituting the Traditionsprinzi~ which the ex-
panding Christian mission must recognize cannot be proved. 
As Bultmann2 has rightly shown, 10:12 must be considered to 
refer to the excessiveness of the Corinthian Pneumatikertum--
the opponents' self-recommendation, and not to Paul's dis-
qualification as an apostle according to the established code 
or apostolic qualifications.3 (2) The assumption that those 
who are called ooxouv~&~ or ~GAol in Gal. 2:2,6 and 9 re-
spectively are identical with those designated by Paul as 
the unepAiav ano~6Aot is not convincing. Those with whom 
Paul conferred in Jerusalem (Gal. 2) are precisely ooxouv~&~ 
~GAol, but they are nowhere ca~led (unepAiav ) dno~6Aot.3 
In fact, it is highly doubtful if there existed the insti-
tution of the ntwelve apostles" in Jerusalem, as commonly 
. . 4 
assumed at the time when the Corinthian situation erupted. 
1Bultmann, Ex. Problema, pp. 20-22. 
2Against Kllsemann, 11Legitimitllt, 11 pp. 56-57. 
3Against B~rrett w~ says most e~plic1tly: the unepAiav 
anoc:n:6Ao' were ''in the first instance Cephas, next the so-
called 1pillars 1 ' and perhaps the Jerusalem apostles as a 
whole... ••christianity at Corinth.," p. 194. 
4' . 
Karl Heinrich Rengstorf's hypothesis (See ~. w. N. T. 
I, 424-45) that there was an early Jewish Christian "apostolic' 
institution formed after the Jewish t .. '? ,. has been under ex-
acting re-examination. cr. Ganter Klein, Die zw8lf~ostel. ( ''Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Neuen Alten 
Testaments," 77. Heft; G8ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1961), passim. Walter Sahmithals, Das kirchliche Apostelamt, 
pp. 56-77. Note Klisemann 's caution: "das , .. .,.,. -Institut, •• 
das zwar kaum die ~ntstehung des christliohen Apostelates 
ausreiohend erklllrt, wohl aber die Entsendung urgemeindlicher 
Emissllre in das Missionsgebiet. 0 "Legitimitllt,u p. 51. 
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Moreover, the analogy from Gal. 1-2, presumably applicable 
to the Corinthian situation, breaks down at the level of the 
basic orientation to the problem dealt with in Galatia. As 
Georgi points out: "die dort [in Galatians] neben a.llem 
anderen doch auch vorgetragene Berufung auf die ~berein­
stimmung der paulinische Theologie mit der Kirche fehlt hier 
[in II Corinthians]."1 (3) Bultmann2 criticizes Klisemann 1 s 
view by pointing out that in II Cor. 10-13 Paul is engaged 
in polemic with only one group of opponents. According to 
Bultmann, ui much more" (11:23) is only a rhetorical intensi-
fication of .,I ~o less;• (11:5,12:11).3 Paul could say that 
he was no less an apostle than tbose apostles who preached 
a different gospel, a different Jesus and a different spirit 
(11:4-5), because the Corinthians forced him to compare him-
self with, and boast over against, those false apostles with 
whom the Corinthians were so 1mpressed.4 Bultmann is unable 
·to see the transition between 11:4 and 5, where Klisemann5 am 
Barrett6 assume that Paul changes the subject fro~ an attack 
on his Corinthian opponents to the claim or his equal standing 
with the Jerusalem apostles. Bultmann asserts that both 
1Georgi, Gesner, p. 229, n. 3. 
2Bultmann, Ex. Problame, pp. 26-28. 
3 4 Ibid., p. 26. Ibid., pp. 26-27. 
- -
5KMsemann, "Legitimitllt, •• p. 44. 
6B~rrett, "Christianity at Corinth," p. 295. 
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vv. 4 and 5 belong to the same train of thought--"bear with 
me." Furthermore, 12:12 indicates clearly that the super-
lative apostles have already been in Corinth. Thus, Paul's 
restraint in II Cor. 10-13 cannot be accounted for by assum-
ing that his opponents were emissaries from the Jerusalem 
Church whose authority he had to recognize. It must be ex-
plained on other grounds. 
Bultmann1 suggests that Paul's restraint in II Cor. 
10-13 results from the contradiction in his rebuttal. Ac-
cording to Bultmann, while Paul rejects and denounces the 
opponents' competitiveness and boasting (10:12-18), his de-
fense consists virtually of comparison and boasting on his 
part. The awareness of this self-contradiction is acute when 
Paul declares that only in his foolishness (11:1,16,17,21, 
12:11) does he bring himself to boasting. Paul is forced to 
boast (12:11), so that his apostleship can be presented on 
the opponents' terms (11:16,21b). It is easily interred that 
Paul dared to boast and to evaluate himself over against his 
opponents only for the sake of presenting a comprehensive 
argument.2 In short, his boasting in foolish speech is 
basically a polemical convention. 
Bultmann's solution is more plausible than that of 
1Bultmann, Ex. Problema, p. 29. 
2Ibid • 
............ 
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K~semann and Barrett in that it bas sought the cause of the 
·unique characteristic of Paul's polemic in the Corinthian 
situation itself without postulating or involving a third 
party. However, when Bultmann1 regards boasting (10:12-18) 
as the main theme of 11:22-12:18, he fails to distinguish the 
form from the content of Paul's polemic. 2 At this point, one 
must assess the significance of "boasting" as Paul's polemical 
. . 
form, which he adopts from his opponents' challenge, sepa-
-
rately from the content, which he presents in that form, namely 
the defense of his weakness. Even though Paul presents his 
defense of weakness in terms of boasting and consequently 
"foolishly, tt he does not intend the boasting to be taken as 
merely foolish indulgence. Rather, he means it in all earnest-
ness. Thus, his claim is presented in the clothing of foolish-
ness, but, in tact, it is by no means a foolish claim: ~~ ~'' 
~E 5o~~ a~pova &ival• e{ 5e ~~ y&, xav 00, ~~pova 5e~ao9e ~e 
(11:16); ~QV ynp 9eA~OOO xaux~aaa9al, o6x ~ao~al ~~poov, aA~ 
eelav ynp lpw (12:6). 
Bultmann is certainly right in detecting that the 
restraint in II Cor. 10-13 originates from the apparent con-
tradiction in Paul's rebuttal. However, the cause of the 
restraint is to be found in the form, not the content, of his 
1Ibid., P• 29 
-
2cr. E. Kamlah, "Wie beurteilt Paulus sein Leiden?tt 
Z, N. W., 54(1964), 222.· 
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argument. This observation has a significant bearing upon 
further consideration of the Pauline polemic in II Cor. 10-13. 
It provides not only an additional argument against the hypo-
thesis which finds the cause of the deterioration of the Corin-
thian situation in the fresh intrusion of the Jerusalem em1s-
sarles but also provides an important orientation for the 
interpretation of II Cor. 10:12-18. This passage is crucial 
for determining the form and style of Paul's polemic in II 
Cor. 10-13, as well as determining the nature of the polemical 
issue. 
ii. II Cor. 10:12-18 
The textual problem of 10:12b has long been noticed. 
The text reads aA.A.a au-to't tv ~<lO't'Ot~ ea.o-r:ou~ J.Le"tpouv'te<; 
xat aoyxplYOV"te<; eau't'OU<; eao'tot<; ou 00\llUOlY ~~et<; oe oux 
el<; 1:a a~e1:pa xaux~a6J.Le9a with B D3 E K L P r Syrr. Copt. 
Arm Aeth. Goth., 1 whileD* F G de f g it(vg) Ambst. 2 omit 
OQ OUVlUOlY ~~et<; oe. On textual evidencealone, the longer 
text is to be preferred. Then, <lQ't'Oi and consequently eao-tou<; 
eao1:ot<; refer to Paul's opponents. Plummer interprets: 
"They set up their own conduct as a standard of excellence, 
and find their conformity to it eminently satisfactory and 
1Plummer, op. cit., p. 287. auvtaatv (~1 B 17), 
auvlouatv (D3 E K L P), auviaaa&v (X*). 
2see Plummer, op. cit., p. 287; Nestle's critical 
apparatus. 
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and admirable. They are a community of Pecksn1f:f's."1 Scbmithals 
asserts that by thecounte~charge of o~ auvtaatv Paul turns 
back upon the opponents their own charge that he does not 
understand what Pneumatikertum is. Paul declines to measure 
himself with himself as they do. On the contrary, he insists 
on measuring himself by the God-given measure (10:13). 
' , ' " If the shorter text is adopted, au~ot ••• eau~ou~ 
&au~oi~ refers to Paul's attitude. To measure oneself with 
oneself, Paul claims, is the standard of measurement given 
to him as an apostle from God. This interpretation fits well 
with v. 12a, 2 -.inasmuch as it refers to Paul's self-11m1ta-
t1on3 whereas the opponents compare themselves with one an-
other. K§semann writes: "Er [Paul] schliesst sich ebenfalls 
nicht andern Kreisen an. Er 1st wirklich ein Aussenseiter, 
von denen her gesehen, die sich untereinander vergleichen und 
hintereinander verkr1echen."4 If so interpreted, aAAa in 
v. 12b makes a sharp contrast between Paul's attitude and 
that of the opponents. However, the significance of aAAa 
in v. 13b is virtually eliminated, since au~ol ev €au~o1' 
1Plummer, op. cit., p. 286. 
2Bultmann writes: "The aAAa a6~oi can be referred 
only to Paul. He already pefused to compare himself with 
others. Hence measuring oneself by oneself can only be cha~ 
acteristic of him and not of his opponents." T. w. N. T., III, 
651, n. 44. 
3Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 143, referring to Windisch, 
2.Kor1nther, p. 309. 
4K§semann, ••Legitimitllt," P• 57. 
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eau~ou~ ~e~pouv~e~ is identical with xa~a ~0 ~e~pov ~ou 
xav6vo~ • 1 The argument from the lectio difficilior is of 
no use in deciding which textual recension is preferable. 
With the longer text one would expect o~~OJ instead of au~oi 
and therefore it may be argued that the shorter text resulted 
from later deletion of ou ouv&ao'v ~~ei~ fie • 2 On the other 
band, it can be argued that OU OUV&ao&V n~ei~ 6e is a later 
addition by a copyist who, no longer being able to understand 
the Corinthian situation, round it appropriate that v. 12b 
should refer to the opponents rather than to Paul.3 If one 
assumes that Paul constantly reproaches the opponents for 
their self recommendation (II Cor. 3:5f,4:5,10:12a,18), 4 one 
would be inclined to attribute au~oi lv eau~oi~ eau~ou~ 
According to this reasoning, the shorter text would represent 
the more difficult reading. Both readings may be considered 
equally Pauline.5 Despite the superiority of the longer text, 
1schmithals, Gnosis, p. 176. 
2scbmithals, Gnosis1 PP• 175-76. cr. Kdmmel in Lietz-
mann, Korinther, p. 208: "au~oJ weist auf ein neues Subjekt." 
Among those who prefer this reading are Plummer, op. cit., 
p. 289; Barrett, "Christianity at Corinth, •• p. 291, n. 3. 
3see Windi~ch, 2. Korinther, p. 309~ also Lietzmann, 
Korinther, p. 143; Kllsemann, 11LegltimitRt, u p. 57. 
4
cr. Schmithals, Gnosis, p. 176. 
5cr. ~., p. 175. 
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in so far as the textual attestation is concerned, the shorter 
text has found noteworthy advocates. 1 To them the meager 
textual support of the shorter text must remain a puzzle. Its 
definite advantage lies in that it brings Paul's confronta-
tion with his opponents into a sharper focus. Appealing to 
I Cor. 2:15ff K4semann contends that Paul as Pneumatiker de-
clares himself responsible only to the transcendental measure 
and will be judged by no one. 2 K4mmel's objection that if 
Paul meant so, he would not have used the reproachful phrase 
~v eau~ot, eau~ou' ~e~pouv~£' 3 is not without foundation, 
since to be oneself according to one's own sufficiency is the 
characteristic of the opponents' theology. 4 
The arguments over textual preference aside, the es-
sential contrast lies between v. 12a on the one side and v. 13 
on the other. While the opponents rely on the human measure-
ment, Paul places himself under the divine measurement.5 
1windisch, 2. Korinther p. 309; L1etzmann, Korinther, 
p. 143; KMsemann, "tegltimltlt, ft p. 57; Blass and DeBrunner, 
op. cit,, ·416 (2), ·T. W. N. T., ·III, 651, n. 4; Bultmann, ~ 
Problema, p. 21; Georgi, Gesner, p. 230, n. 4. 
2dsemann, "Legit1mit4t," p. 57. Bultmann takes full 
advantage of this interpretat1on·1n his solution as to Paul's 
restraint in II Cor. 10-13. See Ex. Problema, p. 29. 
3K~el in Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 208. 
4cf·. II Cor. 3•5 11•17 18 . , . - . 
25. 
Georgi, Gesner, pp. 220-
5cf. IV Eara I 11:5ff (4:36ff). 
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Paul contends that the judgment1 or the self-oriented Corin-
thian Pneumatikertum is directed only from man to man, 2 where-
as his own existence stands under the judgment of God. The 
essential point of the argument, then, is that the one who 
was judged~' xa~a oapxa nepLna~ouv~a' (10:2) lives in reality 
under the ~E~pOY Of God, While those ~~y eau~OU' OUY-
LO'taVOY~WY (10:12) fall;. in their elation into xaux~na& 
xa~a r~~y] oapxa (11:15). 
Paul proceeds to prove his point by recounting his 
missionary work in Corinth itself. Paul will keep himself 
according to the "measure of the canon, " which "God appor-
tioned to him" (10:13b). c. K. Burrett and others maintain 
that the ·canon should be understood as meaning the geographi-
cal boundry and the apostolic right within it to establish 
his mission.3 To be sure, Paul's canon in II Cor. 10 is re-
lated to the missionary commission entrusted to him. Whether 
it has any geographical bearing is leas certain. 4 God com-
1..~ - -~yxpLYal and ouyxpLYal. 
2Perhaps referring back to the charge against Paul's 
weakness (10:10). 
· 3"christianity at Corinth," pp. 292-93; see also 
Windisch, ·2. Korinther, p. 310. Barrett is of the opinion 
that this sort of difficulty was naturally expected due to the 
precarious nature or the geographical agreement (p. 294). 
4
cf. KMaemann, 11Legit1mitllt," p. 59: K&lmel in Lietz-
mann, KorintheP, p. 209. H. v. BeyeP rejects the notion of 
the geographical canon such as agreed upon between Peter and 
Paul "because almost everyWhere in the world there was also 
nepl~OIJ.TJ [as well as the Gentiles]." T. w. N. T., III, 509. 
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missions Paul neverendingly to a new field of missionary 
endeavor in order to extend the gospel et, ~a u~epexelva 
u~~v (10:15, ct. 10:3-6,Rom. 15:23). 1 One should remember 
that vv. 13-18 closely follows v. 12. Beyer is right in say-
ing "Paul does not appeal to an exclusive right to come to 
Corinth as a missionary, but to the historical fact that it 
was granted to him to do this."2 The point of contention in 
10:12-18, therefore, seems to be not so much the territorial 
agreement concerning his mission, as his immediate appeal to 
the God-given canon. Georgi writes: 
Sein ~e~pov , sein xav~v beruht auf dem, was Gott an 
ibm getan hat. Das aber 1st zugle1ch die Tat Gottes an 
der Gemeinde, dass s1enfml1ch zum Glauben gekommen 1st 
und Grund der we1teren Verk!ndigung des Paulus se1n 
kann.3 . 
Kisemann has justly emphasized the pneumatic basis of Paul's 
canon. According to him, Paul's canon is above, all his de-
pendence on the Lord and subsequent freedom from human judg-
ment and earthly 11mitation.4 Paul concludes: "For it is not 
the man who commends himself that is accepted (~~lv ooxl~o'] 
but the man whom the Lord commends" (10:18). The point Paul 
'verner B1eder, "Paulus und seine Gegner, 11 p. 323. 
Paul's canon is 11weder rllumlich noch ze1tl1ch :fes-tazulegen, 
h!ngt er doch eminent mit dem 1n Tr1umphzug vorangehenden 
Herrn der Mission zusammen." However, his reference to Gal. 
6:16 in order to define the·canon in II Cor. 10-13 should be 
:reJected. 
2 T. W. N. T., III, 599. 3Georg1, Gegper, p. 231. 
4Kieemann, 11Legit1m1tllt," p. 58. 
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strives to make is that it is not the Corinthian opponents 
but Paul who is ~v xup tc,> ; he is the one ov o xup 'o<; auv-
i~~o'v • In other words, Paul is the true Pneumatiker. 
Even though 10:12-19 has been discussed much in con-
junction with attempts to clarify the character of the Corin-
thian disturbances, 1 its significance in conjunction with 
the form and style of Paul's polemic in II Cor. 10-13 has not 
been sufficiently pursued. Bultmann has pointed out already 
the effect of 10:12-13 upon Paul's restraint in his subsequent 
argument where Paul attempts to minimize the self-contradiction 
in his 'daring of boasting' (11:21b). However, one may ques-
tion whether 10:12-13 is the major cause of Paul's restraint 
in the subsequent polemic. To be sure, Paul first explicitly 
describes the boasting as foolishness at 11:1. But, if Paul's 
I ' restraint is to be seen in ~~oiv u~ep~xeva' (11:5), xay(J} 
(11 :21)' or in ouoev UO"ttp~oa ( 12:11), such restraint is al-
ready clearly discernible in 10:72 which may constitute the 
theme3 of II Cor. 10-13: "If any one is confident that he is 
Christ's let him remind himself that as he is Christ's so 
1Kilsemann, "Legit1mitltt," pp. 57-59; Schmithals, 
Gnosis, PP• 174-76; ·Georgi, Gegper, pp. 229-31. 
2windisch, 2. Korinther, p. 300 
3scbmithals, Gnosis, p. 186. 
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are we. tt 1 Thus, one may go further than Bultmann in assert-
ing that the root or Paul's restraint is to be found in 
nothing other than Paul's basic claim that he too is XpL~ou 
elva' • Paul had to appropriate the common claim, Xpt~ou 
eT~I(U • Xpt~oo elva.l , Windisch asserts, was a Corinthian 
11Schlagwort" and had to do with "ein beeonderes DienstverhMlt-
~is."2 Sc~ithale3 contends: (1) while Paul merely referred 
to hie belongingnees to Christ by Xp1~oo elvaL the Corin-
thians used tbephrase with gnostic mythological meanings; 
(2) from this gnostic perspective the Corinthians reproached 
Paul by saying, 1'W1:r haben die Stellung, die du, Pls, dir zu 
- . 
Unrecht anmasst, da du nicht Xpt<Ytoo bisttt; (3) Xpt~oo elva' 
is significant not so much for the understanding or apostle-
ship as for the understanding of gnostic anthropology. 
Schmithals' position is not convincing for the following rea-
sons: (1) in II Cor. 10-13 there is no convincing evidence 
that there existed a discrepancy in the understanding or 
Xpt~ou elva& between Paul and his opponents; (2) in all 
probability, Xpt~ou elva& was a Corinthian catchword, but 
1The result or critical research declines to identify 
~pt<Yt'oo eTval with "Christ party~' in I Corinthians. See 
Kilsemann, "Legitimitlt," p. 36; W1ndiach, 2. Korinther, pp. 
301-302. K~el in ~ietzmann, Korinther, p. 208; Georgi, 
Gesner~ p. 228, n. 1. 
2windiech, 2. Korinther, pp. 300, 301-302. 
3schmithals, Gnosis, pp. 186-88. 
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there is no indication that Paul was blamed for not being 
Xplo~ou eival ; (3) the significance of naALV should be taken 
into consideration, namely the fact that here again Paul re-
fers back to his ministry in a polemically sharpened phrase 
(~ou~o AOYL~eoe~ naAlV £~, eau~ou ) which conveys above all 
Paul's demand for recognition. The reservation stated in (2) 
should be heavily underscored. It does not necessarily follow 
from the fact that Xpto~oo eTvat was in all probability a 
Corinthian catchword that it may well have been a polemical 
issue. The polemical issue in II Cor. 10-13 is expressed in 
terms of Paul's weakness, but one should be cautious about 
making the inference that Paul's weakness was inevitably and 
indisputably related to the Corinthian catchword Xp1o~ou 
'; 
etvat. It is plain in II Cor. 10-13 that Paul does not argue 
against the charge that he is not Xplo~ou eTvaL. 
The significance of 10:7 lies in the fact that Paul 
acknowledges Pneumatikertum as the basic category of Christian 
existence for him as well as for his opponents. This recog-
nition on Paul's part precludes his being able to reject 
categorically his opponents, as he would have liked. It is 
at this point, one may contend, that the issue of canon in 
II Cor. 10:12-18 affects primarily the manner (form) of Paul's 
polemical claim, but not its content. Paul presupposes and 
recognizes that both he and his opponents claim 
eTvat, i.e. Pneumatiker; but in conforming to 
Xp l~ou 
.. , 
~o IJ.E~pov 
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he is in fact the true Pneumatiker. 
-
To the question KMsemann posed, that is, how Paul 
could have claimed that he was no less (11:5,12:11) than those 
whom he designates as false apostles, deceitful workmen, or 
the servants of Satan, Bultmann answers "Ja, warum denn nicht, 
wenn es geschieht, um den Korinthern die Augen zu 8ffnen?"1 
Bultmann's answer seems as presumptuous as it is psychologi-
cal. Paul is able to say he is not a lesser apostle--indeed 
he is a better one (11:23)~-than the servants of Satan in the 
disguise of angels of light a~ the servants of righteousness, 
because he must admit that they too are Pneumatiker as he is 
(11:12). What makes the difference is that he is a true 
Pneumatiker; "their end will correspond to their deeds" (11: 
15b). 2 
In conclusion, the restrained tone of Paul's polemic 
results from the fact that he recognizes the Pneumatikertum 
as the legitimate category of Christian existence. In order 
to differentiate himself from the opponents, he points out 
the ~e~pov ~oG xav6vou given him from God. Nevertheless, 
he is forced to elucidate the legitimacy of his apostleship 
from the perspective of his opponents on the basis of compar-
ison and boasting. In so doing he contradicts himself and 
1Bultmann, Ex. Problema, p. 2'6. 
2Here again the pneumatic character of Paul's defense 
emerges as was pointed out at the end of the previous chapter. 
is constrained to make his defense in the style of foolishness. 
2. II Cor. 11:21b-12:10 
Paul's defense of his weakness is presented in the 
form of foolish speech (11:21b-12:10). This section comprises 
the center of Paul's polemic. The foolish speech is antici-
pated in 11:1,16, and looked back to in 12:11. It consists 
of two sub-sections: (1) Paul boasts his weakness because it 
is related to his apostolic sufferings {11:21b-33) and (2) 
he boasts his weakness because his weakness is nothing other 
than the place of manifestation of the divine power (12:1-10). 
The arguments in these two sub-sections are by no means in-
dependent of each other as is amply shown in 12:10. The 
apparent paradox which arises because of Paul's boasting of 
his weakness by enumerating the occasions on which he suffered 
is not resolved in 11:21b-33. The reader is kept in suspense 
until 12:9, where the ground of his boast is made known and 
the paradox is reconciled to the divine truth (11:31,12:9). 
Therefore, there is a sense of progression and intensifica-
tion in Paul's argument as he moves from the first demonstra-
tion of boasting to the second. 
i. II Cor. 11:21b-33 
Paul begins his boasting by comparing himself with 
the opponents. First, he compares their background with his. 
11:22 is the only clue in II Cor. 10-13 to the background of 
Paul's opponents and has, accordingly, received extensive 
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attention. 1 The problem concerning the backgound of the 
Corinthian opponents lies outside the scope of the present 
investigation.2 More important, in view of the purpose of 
this investigation, is the question why the background of 
the opponents should be mentioned at all if Paul's polemic 
is carried on within the framework or Xpro't'ou elva.t • Is 
it not precisely the peculiarity of Xplo't'ou elva.L that it 
realizes and confirms the present-ness of salvation and of 
apostleship?3 A clue to the solution may be found in 11:23a. 
1windisch, 2. Korinther, pp. 350-52; Georgi, Ge~ner, 
pp. 51-82; Friedrich, 11Die Gegner des Paulus," pp. 181-15; 
Schmithala, Gnoaia, PP• 107-109; Ct. Solomon Zeitlin, "The 
Names Hebrew, Jew and Israel," J. Q. R., 43(1953), 365-77. 
2It suffices for the ~urpose of the present investiga-
tion to recapitulate the character or the opponents which in 
the course of this investigation has emerged in part but never-
theless distinctively: They were first or all Pneumatiker and 
moreover missionaries with "apostolic" consciousness and zeal. 
It is held feasible to assume that they may not have questioned 
Paul's apostleship on account of the lack of charismata but 
did take offence at his words and conduct, which seemed to 
them unbecoming to an apostle. Probably the confrontation 
between Paul and them was intensified because Paul's attitude, 
which they regarded unsuitable tor an apostle, was most dis-
tinctively and particularly representative of the apostolic 
commission which Paul claimed to have received from the Lord 
himself. 
3It is interesting to observe that Schmithals' treat-
ment of 11:22 amounts to leas than a page whereas Georgi 
devotes 32 pages to it. This shows amply where the emphasis 
of the research lies. Schmitbals, whose contention relies 
heavily on his interpretation or Xpto't'ou elva.L ignores the 
background of the opponents almost completely. On the other 
hand, Georgi attempts to solve the problems concerning Paul's 
opponents and their theology in the light of the Traditions-
geschichte. 
Robinson, in agreement with Georgi, writes ("Kerygma 
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Paul does not dwell on a comparison between his and his oppo-
nents' background. He does elaborate, however, on Just how 
much superior he is to them ( ~nep ~Y~ ) in regard to o1axovo~ 
Xpt~ou • In fact, Paul is determined to demonstrate that 
he is otaxovo~ Xp1cr~ou by immediately following up the com-
parison with the catalogue of sufferings. 1 Once again Paul 
confirms the category of Pneumatikertum as the frame of refer-
encec which he and his opponents have in common. 2 Even if 
and History," p. 143): .. In II Corinthians Paul was primarily 
confronted by a distorting transmission of traditions about 
Jesus as aglorious miracle worker." As repeatedly asserted 
in the present investigation, the issue fought in II Cor. 10-
12 is dominated by Paul' a weakness and has already shifted 
'from the opponents' theology. The reminiscence of the dis-
cussion in II Cor. 2:14-6:13 may be sensed 1n 11:4,11:22, but 
the theological issues inherent in these passages do not play 
major roles in II Cor. 10-13. The closest parallel to the 
polemical situation of 2:14-6:13 is found in II Cor. 13:3-4, 
where Paul's defense of his apostolic existence shows strong 
affinity with II Cor. 4:7-15. Even in II Cor. 13:3-4, how-
ever, Paul's theological thought-structure is subjected to 
the weakness issue. See pp. 225-36 below. 
tar. Windisch, 2. Kor1nther1 p. 353: "Nicht 'Eben-bffrtigkeit,' sondern tfberlegenheit muss die·Ll:Ssung sein." 
2 . 
Schmithals (Gnosis, p. 195) recognizes "dass die 
Kor. sich in ganz besonderer Weise auf Ohristus Gerufen, steht 
ausser allem Zweifel." For Sohmithals (Gnosis, p. 196), how-
ever, 11:23 provides another fragrant eVidence for his hypo-
thesis of Paul• a misunderstanding. According to Schmi thals (Gnosis, p. 196), o1axovot Xpt~ou is to be assumed as Paul's 
"un.,gnostische Formulierung"; Paul could interpret Xp 1 ~ou 
· ~tva 1 only in terms of o 1 &xovo<; Xp t o~ou elva 1 when Xp L CYtou 
elvat touches the issue o~ apostleship, because Paul djd not 
realize the gnostic anthropology imbedded 1n Xpto~ou eivaL• 
ttnesha.lb i.§lt die paulinische Interpretation des blossen 
~ptcr~ou eivat an sich natdrlich falsch. Aber so betrachtet 
1st es ja nicht weniger falsch, wenn Pls 1m folgenden auf seine 
Peristasen verweist. Denn jeder Gnostiker wird ibn auslachen, 
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~~paiot, 'Icrpa~AL~at and onep~a ~paa~ did qualify in some 
way to be o taxovo t Xp,tcr~oG it is unlikely that these quali-
fications played any significant role in Paul's polemic, at 
least as it is contained in II Cor. 10-13. Probably these 
pre~ominantly ethnic, though theologically pregnant, designa-
tions were mentioned in order to emphasize the same terms on 
which both Paul and his opponents worked. 1 The more defini-
tive the common category of his and their existence is made, 
the more effective becomes Paul's differentiation from them. 
The catalogue of sufferings presented in vv. 23-28 
has no parallel in its extensiveness in the Pauline letters.2 
The particular concern of the present investigation is not 
to clarify the Pauline biographical data which can be gleaned 
wenn er damit beweisen will, dass er 'Christi' sei. Das 
fehlende Verstindnis des anthropologischen Mythoa der Gnostiker 
bei Pls 1st also die Ursache der falsch interpretierenden 
Formululierung otaxovoL Xpt~oG e vat • 11 
1 . 
Schmithals thinks rightly that it is Paul who brought 
these designations into discussion (Gnosis, pp. 196-97). If 
these terms reflected the Corinthian contention, logic would 
require that they designate what Paul was not. On the con-
trary, they designate what Paul was. Therefore, Georgi's 
assumption (Gegper, pp. 30-38) that otaxovot Xpt~ou was the 
self-designation of Paul's opponents and not his must be 
questioned. See Schmithals' criticism of~orgi's position 
in Gnosis, pp. 332-33. One may note that Traditionsgesch1chte 
does not emerge as the polemical issue in II Cor. 10-13. In 
the present investigation, as repeatedly underscored, such 
designation as Xpt~ou elva& and 6taxovot Xpt~ou are com-
mon to both Paul and his opponents. 
- -
2Kamlah, t1Wie beurteilt Paulus sein Leiden, 11 p. 221. 
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from the catalogue of sufferings but is rather to clarify 
its relevance to Paul's defense of his weakness. Therefore, 
the peculiarity of the catalogue of sufferings of vv. 23-28 
will be considered from this perspective. 
Anton Fridrichsen showed convincingly that the style 
of the catalogue of sufferings, including a short appendage 
which depicts Paul's flight from Damascu~ corresponds to the 
Ruhmeschronik of Oriental royal monument inscriptions, espe-
cially the res gestae of Augustus. 1 According to Fridrichsen, 2 
significant s1milarit~es between the catalogue of sufferings 
and the Ruhmeschronik are found in (1) the recurring use of 
noAAax&' , {2) the use of the !-form, (3) the use of the aorist 
tense. Fridrichsen elaborates upon the style of the ~ 
gestae further:3 the res seatae is differentiated on the one 
hand from biography in that the former records only the deeds 
performed in public service and on the other hand from cur&us 
honorum in that cursus honorum contains only the tributes in 
honor of the dead. Fridrichaen defines this literary type 
as "Eine Ehreninschrift, die einer sich selbst setzt, in welcher 
1Anton Fridrichsen, "zum Stil de~ paulinischen Peri-
stasenkatalogs 2 Cor. 11 23ft,., in Symbolae Osloenses {Fasc. 
VII, 1928), 25-59; "Peristasenkatalog urid res gestae. Nach-
trag zu 2 Cor. 11 23ff, 11 in SDbolae Osloenses, Fasc. VIII, 
1929, pp. 78-82. 
2Fridrichsen, "Zum Stil de:s paulinischen Peristasen-
katalogs 2 Cor. 11 23ff, 11 pp. ZT-28. 
3Fridrichsen, "Peristasenkatalog und res sestae,u 
p. 79. 
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er seine Taten 1m Dienste des vaterlandes und die da fdr 
. 1 
erhaltenen Ehrungen aufzjhlt, und zwar in der Ichform. 11 The 
relationship between the style or the res sestae and its con-
tent is characterized "durch Verb1ndung von Taten und Tugenden 
und durch die , ouyxptot<; oder dv't' mCiLpa~oA.i). u2 Fr1dr1chsen 
concludes that this literary style was well known to Paul and 
provided the literary form with which to express his boast 
1n comparative terms. 
Fr1dr1chsen's observation brings into sharp focus the 
paradoxical tension between the form and content of Paul's 
boasting. If Paul employs unmistakably the style of Ruhmes-
chron1k as speech form, the content or the speech 1s not of 
his successes but his sufferings. This tension between form 
' 
and content, however, 1s not the peculiarity of Paul's polemi-
cal argument. In choosing his sufferings as the credential 
of his apostleship, Paul stands firmly on the Jewish-Christian 
apocalyptic tradition which had been already established. 3 To 
present his sufferings as his apostolic credential would have 
been a recognized procedure common to Paul and his opponents. 4 
1Ibid., p. 80. 2Ibid. 
- -3aee w. Nauck, 11Freude 1m Le1den, Zum Problem einer 
urchristlichen Verfolgungstrad1t1on, 11 z. N. w.ft 46(1955), 68-
80; Kamlah, uW1e beurte1lt Paulus sein Le1den? pp. 222-23. 
4cf. ·achmithals, Das k1rchl1che Aposteiamt, fP• 38-40, 
209-211. See also GHttgemanns' remark on Schmithals position, 
op. cit., pp. 124-26. 
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Otherwise the immediate transition from unep eyW to €v XOTIOl~ 
I neptooo~ep~~ would be unintelligible. The noteworthy pecu-
liarity lies in the conclusion Paul draws from this extensive 
catalogue of sufferings which he has presented in such impos-
ing style and rhetoric.1 He boasts not of a super-human 
strength which made it possible for him to endure successfully 
the numerous sufferings which fell to him in the fulfilling 
of his apostolic commission, but of the things which show his 
weakness (11:30). It follows, therefore, that the uniquness 
of the catalogue of sufferings in 11:23-31 lies in its po-
lemical purpose. Paul uses a traditional motif for a polemi-
cal purpose in s~tive form and style. 
A unique turn in the suffering catalogue appears at 
v. 29: 
~t~ aoeevei, xal o6x aoeevw; 
, , ' I .1 &N" - 2 ~'o oxavoaA&~e~at, xa& oux ~rw nupou~at; 
The conclusion, v. 30, is obviously affected by v. 29. Since 
all of Paul's comparing and boasting is placed in the center 
of his polemic in II Cor. 10-13, the paradoxical conclusion 
cannot be wholly explained by designating it as the "Spannung 
1Windisch who thinks that fo&~~' ~~ Aoy~ means Paul's 
lack of rhetorical skill must concede at this point (2. Korin-
ther, p. 349): "Die Leidenscb.aft verwandelt mit einem Mal tien 
io,tn;~, ~<;> Aoy~· in einen oetv6~a~o~ ~ov Aoyov·" 
2According to Fr1drichsen, this concluding outburst 
resembles oriental hymn style. "Periatasenkatalog und £![ 
gestae," p. 82. 
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in seinem (Paul's] Wesen zwischen menschlichem Selbstbewusst-
sein und christlicher Selbstentlfusserung.u1 One must go a 
step further and seek its significance in Paul's purpose 
particular to II Cor. 10-13. 
First of all, v. 29 is equal to the whole weight of 
the catalogue or sufferings. As Paul declares at the outset 
(v. 23), the chronicle of sufferings presented here is nothing 
other than the chronicle of his sufferings as Olaxovo~ , i. e. 
his 6laxovta and his mission. The Pauline churches were 
born2 in the midst and as the result of these sufferings. 
They are the crystalization of his labors. Secondly x~pt~ ~wv 
napex~6~ distinguishes his concern for the churches as some-
thing different from the sufferings mentioned thus far. Ac-
cording to Bauer, xoopi' ~wv napex~6' can mean either "apart 
from what I leave unmentioned" or "what is external.tt3 In 
consideration of the polemical context or II Cor. 10-13, the 
latter is probably more suitable.4 The physical sufferings 
are upon Paul himself, whose perseverance and endurance are 
tested and proven, as the chronicle or sufferings witnesses. 
1Fr1drichsen, "zum St11 des paul1n1schen Peristasen-
katalogs," p. 29. 
2occas1onally Paul uses the metaphor or children refer-
ing to his care of congregations. cr. Phile. 10, I Cor. 3:1, 
I These. 2:7,11. 
3Bauer (Arndt-Gingrich), op. cit., p. 630. 
4Against Windisch, 2. Korinther, p. 360. 
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But the care of the church is not only ~ni~acrl' but 
, 
~epl~va • The sufferings which fall upon him do not constitute 
"anxiety., to him. These are, on the contrary, accredited to 
him for being olO.xovo' Xpl~ou. What gives him "anxiety" 
is the churches whose well-being is vulnerable to attack and 
seduction. Thirdly, at 11:29 Paul applies this extraordinary 
catalogue of sufferings to his polemical argument. It is im-
portant to note that the Corinthian church is no exception 
even though Paul speaks of~ ~ep,~va in terms of na~v ~~v 
~xx'AT)crl~V • He immediately follows with an outcry: nWho is 
weak and I am not weak? Who is led to stumble and I am not 
burned?" (11:29). W1nd1a.ch remarks: "der St11 der Selbst-
verherrl1chung 1st h1er besonders deutl1ch: P. stellt s1ch 
be1nahe dem h1mmlischen Ohristus consolator gle1ch ... 2 Windisch's 
interpretation misses the polemical context entirely. Paul 
does not speak of his self-glorification at all. On the con-
trary, he identifies himself with the stumbling ones. Their 
fall is his humiliation. Scbm1thals postulates that v. 29 
reflects Paul's reservation concerning his physical weakness. 
Schm1thals assumes that in Corinth physical weakness was ac-
corded somewhat negative assessment even though it was never 
nuance. 
1 , 1 , .J. e' , .~. 11 ~n,~acr'' ~o' •J xa n~~pav 
See Windisch, 2, Kor1nther, p. 
2w1nd1sch, 2. Kor1nther, p. 361. 
suggests quantitative 
360. 
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an open issue. 1 The Corinthian gnostics, Schmithals con-
tinues, believed that physical weakness evidenced the nothing-
ness of the body, and against such anthropology Paul had to 
disagree violently. 2 Schmithals' preoccupation with gnostic 
anthropoJ.ogy is no more convincing than Windisch's explana-
tion. (1) If the gnostics maintained the nothingness of the 
body, then it may be asked why they chose to evaluate physical 
weakness negatively since that would imply that physical 
strength was evaluated differently, if not positively.3 (2) 
It is not likely that 11:29,30 has anything to do with Paul's 
physical weakness. These verses constitute the conclusion of 
the catalogue of sufferings, which is itself not intended to 
justify Paul's physical weakness but his apostolic diakonia. 
He does not present a theological justification for his sur-
ferings nor for his weakness in the manner of Job. To see 
God's will in suffering had already been established as a 
traditional solution to the problem of the sufferings of the 
righteous. Here at work is a reverse process of that tradi-
tion. (3) Furthermore, ~a~~' aaeeveia, means the things 
which are characterized by weakness. His physical weakness 
could hardly be expressed in such a phrase. 
1schmithals, Gnosis, p. 154. 2Ibid., p. 154. 
-
3schmithals is aware of this problem and puzzles over 
it. Nevertheless, he holds that "das negative Urteil des kor. 
Irrlehrer l!ber die physische Schwllche unbestreitbar 1st." 
Gnosis, p. ·154. 
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Many exegetes1 point out rightly that ~i' aoeevei 
refers to I Cor. 8:10-12,9:22. It is apparent, however, that 
they do not recognize the immediate polemical situation when 
they interpret oux aoeev~ in terms of Paul's sympathy toward 
the weak brethren. Thus, Plummer fails to recognize the po-
lemical import when he says: "Needless scruples often troubled 
the weaker brethren; in his intense sympathy the apostle felt 
the weakness, though he did not share the scruples."2 As 
Paul says'bux aoeevoo;", he asserts that he himself is weak 
also. It signifies Paul's identification with the weak breth-
ren: 'if some one is weak, so am I, am I not?' As has been 
argued in the course of the present investigation, Paul was 
drawn inadvertently, so to speak, into the middle of the con-
troversy concerning the "weak brethren." Paul was Judged as 
weak by the very criterion of conduct which was previously 
applied by the Corinthians to those who were subsequently des-
ignated as the weak brethren. Since there is no hint in I 
Corinthians that Paul was accused of weakness, it is very 
probable that his opponents in II Corinthians were instrumental 
1E. g. Plummer, op. cit., p. 331; Windisch, 2. Korin-
ther, p. 361: 11s1cher und ausschl1esslich an schwache Brdder." 
So also Heinz-nietrich Wendland, Die Brief an die Korinther 
( 11Das Neue Testament Deutsch," Te1lband VII; 7. Auf!.; G8t-
t1ngen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprech\, 1954), P• 217. 
2 Plummer, op. cit., p. 331. Windisch, 2. KSrinther, 
p. 361: "aoeev(;) bezieht sich zunMchst auf das Mitt hlen mit 
allen Angetochtenen; speziell an die Akkomodat1on an den 
Standpunkt der 1Schwachen• 8 13 zu denken, 1st gesucht." 
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in bringing this judgment against him. They were successful 
in planting the idea among the Corinthians and in convincing 
them to apply the criterion of conduct indigenous in the 
Corinthian gnosis to the critical evaluation of Paul's apostle-
ship. The significance of v. 29a lies in the fact that Paul 
accepts the challenge of his opponents. It seems as though 
Paul admits their charge. Yet, at the same time, his assess-
ment of his own weakness is already departing from that of his 
opponents. In v. 29b, he hastens to add: ~•~ oxavoaAi~t~al, 
xal OUX eyOO ~UpOU~ULj 
and ~i~ oxavoaAi~t~al 
One should note that ~{~ ao8eV€L 
1 
are nearly synonymous. With v. 29b, 
the purpose of the catalogue of sufferings becomes clear. 
Those Christians whom his opponents are causing to stumble 
are none other than the fruits of Paul's apostolic labor. He 
cannot but burn as he witnesses their being led astray (of. 
11 :2-4, 13-15). His feeling of burning is neither "burning 
shame with the sinner" nor "hot indignation against the se-
ducer."2 Paul is not accorded a position of the third person 
in this situation. He is the one who is rendered weak, the 
one who is soandaliz~. He openly admits this slander within 
the course of recitation of his sufferings. In so doins, he 
1windisoh, 2. Korinther, p. 361, who refers to Weiss, 
I Korinther, p. 229. See p. 
2Plummer C-.o..,p-.• .... c.i-.t., p. 331) adopts the former and 
rejects the latter. 
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incorporates the slander he suffers into the apostolic suf-
fering itself. Only in this sense can v. 29 be properly 
reconciled with the context of the extraordinary catalogue 
of sufferings and serve the polemical purpose peculiar to 
II Cor. 10-13. 
Paul's concluding statement (11:30) reiterates this 
paradoxical turn in the assessment of his weakness. He will 
boast only of 'ta 'tf)' d.oeeveia' (11:30). It is not without 
reason that he pointedly designates his boasting in 'ta -rf)' 
d.oeeveta, and not in his ao9eV£laV • His boast lies in the 
concrete events and experiences which may well be assessed as 
weakness, tor these are the credential of his apostleship 
and the mark of 5laxovo' Xplo'tou • Whether -rei. -rii' &o9£v£ia, 
refer to all that is referred to in the catalogue of suffer-
ings or the concrete matters which became the weakness issue 
underlying II Cor. 10-13 is not certain. Probably an attempt 
to make such a distinction is unwarranted. The phrase -rd -rf)' 
~ 
d.oeeveia' refers to both the sufferings in the catalogue of 
sufferings and the polemical issue, since the phrase appears 
in the conclusion of the catalogue, which serves as a part of 
the most important polemical argument against the opponents' 
charge. One should not overlook, however, that if the phrase 
'td ~ii' &oeeveia' refers to the catalogue of sufferings it 
does so only through the mediation of v. 29. The immediate 
association of -rd 'tf)' ao9eveia, with -rt, aoeevei and -rt, 
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axav5aAise~a' is obvious. That the apostolic sufferings 
as a whole become related to ~a~~' ~oeeveta, through v. 29 
reveals Paul's polemical strategy. In short, v. 30 confirms 
that he counts among his apostolic sufferings the Corinthian 
criticism ensuing from his identification with the weak breth-
ren.1 In so doing, he upsets the scale of values which his 
opponents (and the Corinthians) hold regarding his weakness. 
His weakness, which according to the opponents disqualifies 
him as an apostle, is for him the positive asset of his apostle-
ship.2 Finally, Paul seals the truthfulness of his statement 
with an oath in God's name (11:31). 
One may be reasonably sure that the polemical intent 
of Paul is determinative tor the peculiarity of the catalogue 
1This interpretation may offer an explanation of v. 32 
which has puzzled many exegetes. Bee a summary of various 
opinions in Windisch, 2. Korinther, pp. 363-64. Windisch (p. 364) regards it as either an afterthought or a gloss. 
However, stylistically it is in keeping with Ruhmeschronik 
(Fridrichsen, "Zum Btil," p. 29). If this point is seriously 
taken into account, v. 32 should be considered as epitomizing 
the paradox of Paul's boasting in weakness. The chronicle of 
his sufferings is the chronicle of his mission, the ongoing 
expansion of the realm of the new creation. So Paul attaches 
a doxological formula to his oath of truthfulness: o ee6' ••• 
o ~v e6AoYD~o' et, ~oo' al~va' (11:31). Thus, viewed by the 
eye of faith, the expansion of mission is a triumphant pro-
cession (II Cor. 2:14ff). Yet at the same time, when viewed 
with the eyes capable of perceiving things of earth only, it 
may seem the succession of sufferings and humiliations such 
as epitomized in a figure of an apostle fleeing from the 
persecution by an ethnarch. 
2Tannehill, op. cit., p. 98: ttHe [Paul] admits in 
ironic fashion that in his past behavior toward the Corinthians 
he has been 'weak' (11 21), but then takes up the idea of 
weakness in a positive sense." 
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or sufferings or 11:23-31. Windisch calls this catalogue "a 
praise or weakness."1 This characterization is not adequate. 
Maintaining strictly the form or boasting and comparison in 
accordance with the theme or 5laxovo' Xplo~oij e[oiv ••• 
u~ep ~yw , the catalo~e or sufferings has nothing to do with 
weakness until v. 29. The concluding strophe follows imme-
diately from v. 29, the verse in which Paul brings the full 
force or the catalo~e or sutterings to bear upon his in-
tended polemical purpose. Only by the mediating function or 
v. 29 does Paul's boasting in his aurterings become associated 
with his boasting in the things characterized by weakness. 
That Paul's polemical purpose alters the character 
or the catalogue or sufferings 1a shown clearly when 11:23-31 
is compared with other Pauline paasages2 in which a catalogue 
or sufferings appears. In these passages, the enumeration 
ot the manifestation or God's power appears in correspondence 
with the enumeration or sufferings. Especially noteworthy is 
II Cor. 6:4-10. Here Paul enumerates his qualifications as 
Seou 5taxovo~. In contrast to 11:23-31, however, the posi-
tive apostolic qualifications appear aide by aide with the 
enumeration or his sutter1ngs.3 Paul emphasizes that the power 
1Windiach, 2. Korinther, p. 363. 
2E. g. II. Cor. 4:8-10, Rom. 8:35-39. 
3w1nd1aoh does not recognize the peculiarity or vv. 23-
31 when he says (2. Korinther, p. 362}: "Gewias 1st es auch 
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which overcomes his sufferings is not his own human strength 
but the eschatological manifestation of the divine power 
appearing first in the resurrection of Jesus Christ and thence-
forth in his servants. It should not be overlooked that in 
1 11:23-31, the theologia crucis is not interwoven with the 
catalogue of sufferings in order to resolve the problem and 
question posed by apostolic (or Christian) suffering, or vice 
versa, as is the case in II Cor. 4:7-10, Rom. 8:35-59. Paul 
presents 11:23-31 as his own chronicle of boasting. In it 
appear no positive antithetical affirmation corresponding to 
his sufferings. Rather, his sufferings, and indeed the things 
which show his weakness, are the mark of his apostleship. 
The apostolic suffering is radicalized even more as Paul con-
tends that the apostolic character of suffering is epitomized 
in his weakness. 
In conclusion, Paul's polemical strategy2 becomes 
apparent in that (1) Paul intends the catalogue of sufferings 
to be taken strictly as his boasting, (2) in vv. 29-30 he 
radicalizes the weakness issue by incorporating it into his 
ein Preis seiner st§rke, seiner Ausdauer in schweren N8ten 
und ~n, in Entl3ehrungen." · 
1see "Struktur und Inten~ion der paulinischen Ver-
kandigung des·Kreuzes," in Vilckens, Weisheit und Torheit, pp. 
214-24; T. w. N. T., VI, 422-25; Tannehill, op. cit., passim; 
Gt!ttgemanns, op. cit., pas·sim. 
2The effect of Paul's polemical intention upon given 
theol~gical motifs is often neglected or insufficiently treated. 
Ct. the discussion of II Cor. 11:23ff by Kamlah, "Wiebe-
urteilt Paulus sein Leiden," p. 222. 
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apostolic sufferings, (3) he formulates the defense of his 
weakness in terms of his paradoxical boasting of his weakness, 
(4) in so doing, he claims his weakness, which according to 
his opponents disqualifies his apostleship, as the legitimate 
ground upon which his apostleship is to be verified. Paul 
proceeds to justify his claim in 12:10. 
ii. II Cor. 12:1-10 
This section is not merely the second half of the 
foolish speech in which the unresolved tension of the first 
half is finally resolved, but is at the same time the very 
center of the polemic presented in II Cor. 10-13. 1 Here Paul 
discloses two2 of his revelatory experiences. The first 
account (12:2-4) recalls the ecstatic revelation3 which he4 
experienced some fourteen years earlier. He was caught up 
to the third .heaven or paradise, and heard secret utterances 
1so Schmithals, Gnosis, p. 197. 
2Whether Paul narrates in 12:1-10 two or three revela-
tory experiences depends on the interpretation of vv. 2-4. If 
one sees two separate events in these verses, then Paul tells 
three. If one sees only one in vv. 2-4, then the total comes 
to two. Regardless whether one or two experiences are to be 
counted in vv. 2-4, there is no doubt that two types of revela-
tory experience (vv. 2-4 and vv. 7-9) are narrated in 12:1-10. 
See Windisch, g. Korinther, p. 371; Gattgemanns, op. cit., 
p, 159, n. 36. · 
3To classify this in mystical category must be re-
jected. See Gattgemanns, op. cit., p. 159, n. 33. 
4
"A ma~ in Christ" is not an acquaintance of Paul but 
a self-designation. The aontext, espec1ally 12:1, demands 
that the experience is his own. So Gdttgemanns, op. cit., 
p. 168. 
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1 {Upp~~a p~~a~a ). The second account includes an explana-
tion or the paradoxical nature or Paul's apostolic existence 
which is grounded in the epiphany of God's power in his weak-
ness. 
In the first half of his foolish speech (11:23a-30), 
Paul dramatically reversed the value attributable to his weak-
ness by counting it the mark or his apostleship. This claim 
or his remains to be validated. Paul fulfills this require-
ment in 12:5-10, where his boasting or weakness is resumed 
and brought to completion. In view or the structure or the 
argument, a new section or Faul's boasting begins at 12:1 with 
the expressed theme or visions and revelations. Viewed, how-
ever, from the progression in his defense or his weakness, 
12:1-4 is a supplementary argument which converges with the 
weakness issue at 12:5. This observation concerning the struc-
ture or Paul's argument poses the question: What is the sig-
nificance or vv. 2-4 and how are they related to his polemical 
purpose? 
It seems certain that visions and revelations were 
held in high esteem by Paul's opponents. 2 For them, they 
1The discussion or the religio-historical background 
or this type or ecstasy lies outside the scope of the present 
investigation. For the background, see Windisch, 2. Korinther, 
pp. 271-80. For further literature, see Gattgemanns, op. cit., 
p. 159, n. 35. 
2windisch (2. Korinther, p. 368) thinks that here Paul 
goes into the boasting particularl~ or his own, intensifying 
his polemic by moving from 11I also to "I alone." So Hans 
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constituted an integral part of apostolic xaux~~a • 1 Paul 
2 
was forced into boasting--xauxaoeat oei • oei designates 
the coercion he felt to do so because of the opponents' stance.3 
This is clear in that 12:2-4 is not essential to the progres-
sion ot Paul's argument as a whole in the foolish speech. 
More problematic is the assumption that Paul's oppo-
nents disqualified his apostleship on account of his failure 
to produce pneumatic demonstrations exemplified by ecstasy. 
Gnttgemanns, in agreement with Schmithals, asserts: 
F~r s1e [Paul's opponents] sind die ekstat1schen Demon-
strationen 1dentisch mit der Himmelfahrt der 1m K8rper 
getangenen Seale, die mit dieser pneumatischen Epiphanie 
1hre Identit!t mit dem h1mmel1schen Pneuma-Christus be-
waist. Dieser Beweis legit1m1ert den Gnost1ker ala 
Apostel, der darum ala 'erl8ater ErlBser' das grosse Ge-
heimnis der Seelenabkunft ver~ndigen dart. Da Paulus 
diese Legitimit!t wegen aeines·Verhattetseins in der4 1rd1schen Sph!re nicht bea1tzt, 1st er kein Apostel • 
. 
If, as Scbmithals and Gdttgemanns maintain, the pneumatic 
demonstration in ecstasy constituted for the opponents the 
J. Schoeps, Paul, trans. H. Knight (Philadelphia: Westminster, 
1961), p. 80:--Thia position is quite untenable. See 
Schm1thals, Gnos1s, p. 198. 
1The matter which is in dispute and referred to by 
xaux~~a is no more or no less than evidence of apostleship. 
Nevertheless, in Paul's judgment the manner in which his oppo-
nents upheld such evidence amounts to xaux~v~al xa~a [~~v] 
oapxa (11:18). 
2 oei is preferred to oe. 
3ao Schmithals, Gnosis, P• 198; G~ttgemanns, op. cit., 
p. 155, n. 5. 
4Gdttgemanns, op. cit., pp. 155-56. 
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christolosical1 evidence for the legitimacy of apostleship, 
Paul's claim to such an ecstatic experience for himself made 
in 12:2-4 would be extremely puzzling, especially in view of 
the terminology used to describe it. 2 Paul rejects decidedly 
and streneously the notion that ecstatic demonstrations are 
proof of full redemption, and this he does in 12:5-10 in a 
dramatic way. Schmithals solves this problem by assuming 
that Paul did not know sufficiently either the christology 
or the anthropology of his opponents. In the Corinthian gnosis, 
such ecstasies as are mentioned in 12:2-4 were the ultimate: 
they surpassed glossolalia in that in ecstasy the soul-Christ-
spirit within vas emancipated from the body and was led to 
its heavenly abode while in glossolalia the spirit still re-
mained within the body.3 But, Schmithals asserts, Paul vas 
neither able to understand nor realize that, according to the 
opponents' canon of apostolic legitimacy, his ecstatic ex-
periences would have provided the ultimate verification of 
his apostleship.4 Paul was aware only that he vas forced to 
1E. g. in terms of ascension of the Pneuma-Christ to 
heaven. 
2schmithals (Gnosis, :P.• 202): 11Das 'tv XpLm(f> elva.& 
beansprucht er [Paul] in aem ~bertragenen Sinne 1m allge-
meinen far den Christen schleohthin • • • Venn er es hier auf 
den vollandeten Menschen beschrlnkt, so 1st das reine 
gnostische Vorstellung." · 
3schmithals, Gn~sis, P• 199. 
4cr. ~·· pp. 200, 204. 
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fight on the grounds established by his opponents; he was 
on the defensive position, "in der die Gagner ihm die Auswahl 
seiner Waffen vorschre1ben.~ 1 As far as Paul was concerned, 
these ecstatic experiences enabled him to realize that he 
was once privileged to gain a glimpse of paradise, i. e. what 
the future holds for his present earthly ex1stence. 2 Paul 
mentioned these ecstatic events merely3 in order to pacify 
the opponents so that what he really wanted to say could be 
heard. 4 
G~ttgemanns rightly rejects Schmithals' position that 
Paul was not aware of the importance of ecstasy in his oppo-
nents' theology. On the contrary, G-dttgemanns contends, "dass 
. . 
Paulus nicht nur 'zielbewusst,' sondern auch souver~n mit den 
Korinthern redet, indem er den Gagner das Thema vorschreibt, 
1Ibid., P• 199. 
2 Ibid., p. 200. Schmith.als writes (p. 204): "F-dr ihn 
1st allei~s Geschehen ala solches wichtig, w~hrend·dem 
Gnostiker alles auf die tatsllchliche ~xma.ot<; ankommt." 
According to Schmithals (p. 200), Paul narrates the accounts 
of his own ecstatic events as if these happened to "a man in 
Christ, •• because "a man in Christ •t who ascends to paradise 
belongs·to the future, not to the.present. 
3Ib1d., p. 204: 0W1e Pls sich das Ereignis 1m ein-
zelnen vorstellt, wissen·wir nicht." This amounts to say\\,ng 
that Paul did not know what he was talking about. 
4Referring to ex~o<; ~oG a00~a.~o<; , Schmithals remarks: 
11Er [Paul] wird in den Parenthesen den Gnostikern ein Gnoatiker, 
wenn er acheinbar die M8gl1chke1t eine Exiatenz ex~o<; ~oG 
aw~a.~o<; ein~umt, aber.nur, um dadurch in aeinem letzten 
Anliegen geh8Pt zu warden." Ibid., p. 204. 
-
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~ber das gesprochen werden muss." 1 Referring to K~semann2 
and Schmithals Gdttgemanns asserts that (1) in 12:2-4 Paul 
speaks ot the anticipation in the future--in other words, of 
the "zuldlnftige Mensch",3 and that (2) in contrast to this 
future anticipation Paul can boast only his weakness--the 
earthly reality--at the present. 
Gdttgemanns' suggestion does not really solve the 
problem peculiar to 12:2-4. It 12:2-4 is intelligible only 
as an antithesis to 12:5-10, one would have to conclude that 
here Paul indulges in a sort of self-dialogue. The Pauline 
presupposition which is~regnated in the cryptic designation 
of the nman in Christ," i. e. the "zuldlnftige Mensch," would 
hardly be recognized by the Corinthians if they regarded 
ecstasy as the proof of full redemption itself and thereby 
eltminated the eschatological tension which Paul sensed bet-
ween the "Already" and "Not yet •• of the redeemed existence on 
. . 
earth. Gattgemanns' position thus may be questioned on the 
following ground: if it is affirmed that Paul fully under-
stood the Corinthian contention, having realized the christo-
logical discrepancy in the meaning ascribed to ecstasy by him 
and his opponents, the problem of 12:2-4 as to why Paul nar-
1Gattgemanns, op. c1t., p. 158. 
2KHsemann, nLegitimitlft, 11 p. 66. 
3~ttgemann~, op. cit., p. 160. 
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rates the ecstatic events in the near gnostic terms and in 
such a way that the Corinthians would certainly understand 
them in terms of their theological inclination ( and not in 
terms of Pauline theology) still remains unsolved. For Paul 
the ecstasy of the 1'man in Christ •• may well have meant the 
foretaste of the future state of full salvation, as Gdttgemanns 
and others contend. Their insight into Paul's inner thought 
structure is persuasive. However, if Paul wished the Corin-
thians to understand his ecstatic experience in futuristic 
terms, he wouid have felt the need to explain it, to say the 
least, in order to avoid its being interpreted in terms of the 
Corinthian theological inclination. Nowhere in 12:2-4 does 
Paul explicitly contend that the "man in Christ 11 is to be 
understood by the Corinthians in terms of his future anticipa-
tion. Rather, the account refers to the event which took 
place in the past, as is indicated by nfourteen years ago. It 
. 
Apparently Gattgemanns is preoccupied here with Paul's inner 
thought structure and pays insufficient attention to the 
situational application of a given theological motif, i. e. 
the relationship between the polemical issue and Paul's thought 
structure. Therefore, neither Schmithals' nor G~ttgemanns' 
solution is satisfactory. 
It may help to solve the problem of 12:2-4 if one 
questions the assumption that the opponents demanded demon-
strations of visions and revelations from Paul. This widely 
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held view must be reassessed. The first clue to that effect 
is the observation that the progress of the argument in view 
of the weakness issue resumes at 12:5. The overall intent 
of 12:1-4 is that Paul is able to claim to his credit ecstatic 
experiences similar to those which the opponents estimate 
highly, even though he will gain nothing in so doing. To be 
sure, Paul has consistently avoided the excessive value placed 
on ecstasy by the Corinthians, for the display of ecstasy to 
the extent of causing disorder in worship is not consistent 
w~th. his apostolic commission otxoOo~~ • But neither has 
he categorically opposed pneumatic demonstrations (cr. I Cor. 
12-14) 1 nor disdained his own experiences of such pneumatic 
manifestation (II Cor. 5:13). The fact that Paul claims the 
ecstatic experience in 12:2-4, though reluctantly, does not 
require the assumption that Paul's account is written polemi-
cally in response to the opponents' charge, which is pregnant 
with their christology. Paul's christological perspective 
does not allow for the principle of identity between the re-
deemer and the redeemed, but rather emphasizes the temporal 
and essential differentiation between the two. 2 One is not 
1Especially significant in this regard is Rom. 8:26-27, 
where the spirit's intersession is associated with ecstasy. 
According to the Corinthian gnostics, man transcends in ecstasy 
the distance between God and man. Note, however, that Paul 
maintains emphatically in Rom. 8:26 the distance between God 
and man: 11the spirit helps us in our weakness." See Klisemann, 
"Der gottesdienstliche Schrei nach der Freiheit., 11 pp. 146-55. 
2Gdttgemanns (op. cit., passim) has convincingly 
demonstrated this. 
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allowed to assume that in 12:2-4 Paul accommodates himself 
to the Corinthian theology, as Sohmithals contends, since 
Paul maintains in 12:5-10 the strict differentiation between 
the redeemer and redeemed. Rather, as has been mentioned 
before, one must return to the basic recognition that the 
ecstatic demonstration belongs properly to Pnuematikertum. 
Viewed from this basic perspective, one may assert that Paul 
regards ecstasy above all the eschatological phenomenon in 
which he himself as Pneumatiker has participated and in which 
he was given a foretaste of the future salvation. As the form 
of xaox~ot~ suggests, Paul continues the comparison with his 
opponents in 12:2-4. His contention in 12:1-4, then, is that 
if the opponents claim the pneumatic qualification by point-
ing out their ecstatic visions and revelations, so can he do 
likewise. Thus, the structure of the argument of 12:1-4 is 
a parallel to 11:21b-28, and its purpose is an intensified re-
iteration of "xa~" (11:21b,22, of. 10:7). In short, 12:2-4 
does not reflect the alleged charge against Paul's apostle-
ship, but constitutes a supplementary argument, initiated by 
Paul, 1 i~ defense of his weakness. That Paul received the 
1This analysis does not contradict xauxao9at oei. 
To be sure, xauxao9al oet means the coercion from the oppo-
nents. However, oei should be considered in the context of 
xa6x~ot~ not of visions and revelations. xaox~ot' is the 
style of the whole foolish speech, in which Paul a defense of 
weakness is presented (11:16,21b,30). Since he is forced to 
boast, he presents (~Aeuoo~al ) the accounts of the ecstasy 
he experienced. Hence the sense of o6 oo~~epov becomes even 
more keenly felt. 
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apostolic commission at Damascus "through a revelation of 
Jesus Christ 11 (Gal. 1 :12) would have been an appropriate re• 
sponse to Paul's opponents, .!! their charge had been the~ 
of evidence of pneumatic experience concerning his apostolic 
legitimacy. 1 Schmithals wonders about this. 2 But, instead of 
a re-examination of the alleged charge, he concludes that Paul 
regarded the Damascus experience as belonging to a different 
category from ecstasy. Once 12:2-4 is freed from the assump-
tion of the alleged charge against Paul, it no longer seems 
strange that Paul does not mention his Damascus experience 
at this point. 12:2-4 has nothing to do primarily with the 
pneumatic verification of his apostleship. In a similar vein, 
Lietzmann asserts that Paul's theme is his weakness with which 
the Damascus revelation has nothing to do. 3 Taken in this 
sense, the pneumatic, if not gnostic, designation of avep~o~ 
~v Xpl~~ becomes understandable. By designating himself as 
avepoono~ ev Xpt~~, Paul affirms his position in the sphere 
of Pneumatikertum. Paul neither defends himself on the oppo-
nents' grounds, as Schmithals contends, nor does he prescribe 
1For Paul's conversion and its significance, see 
R. G. G., v, cola., 169-71; Joachim Jeremias, 11The Key to 
Pauline Theology, .. Ef;• T., 76(1964), 27-30; Peter Stuhlmacher, 
uErwitgungen zum P:Po6 em von Gegenwart und Zukunft in der 
paulinischen Eachatologie," z. Th. K., 64(1967), 428-33. 
2schmithals, Gnosi~, pp. 198-99. 
3Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 155. 
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the polemical theme to the opponents, as GHttgemanns asserts; 
Paul confirms the category of Pneumatikertum as the common 
ground upon which he and his opponents stand together. As 
Schmithals has emphasized, 1 Paul is concerned with the fac-
tuality of ecstasy and not with the demonstration of ecstasy. 
That it took place "fourteen years ago" assures him of his 
eschatological existence. He was already given the foretaste 
of the future. And it is on account of this futuristic nature 
of the event, which Kisemann, Schmithals and Gdttgemanns 
rightly point out, that Paul suppresses the mode of the event: 
e1~e ~v croo~a~l oux olea, e1~e xwpl~ ~ou o&~a~o~ [oux olea], 
t ' 7 o 8eo~ otoev • • • This sup-
pression, however, does not de-emphasize its eschatological 
significance. In fact, it is not unreasonable to think that 
the ambiguity and secrecy surrounding the ecstatic event are 
Paul's conscious effort to emphasize the importance of the 
event as an event in historical time, i. e. the fact that it 
took place, in contrast to the claim made by the opponents 
2 thatin ecstatic experiences they transcend historical time. 
From the polemical point of view, then, Paul strongly 
emphasizes in 12:2-4 the 11Alreadytt of his ecstatic experience--
its factuality--which serves his polemical purpose, while he 
1schmithals, Gnosis, p. 204. 
2 Against Schmithals, Gnosis, pp. 204-205. 
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refrains from stating explicitly that such an ecstatic expe-
rience means for him the foretaste of the future. This ru-
turistic reference, however, is discernible not only in the 
suppression of the mode and content of ecstasy but also in 
the contrast he makes between the man in Christ and his weak-
ness in 12:5. 
In 12:5 Paul interrupts the verification of his pneuma-
tic existence in terms of ecstasy and returns to the weakness 
issue. In so doing, he, first of all, differentiates his 
, 
earthly existence from the future heavenly existence. x a." X TH.L a 
of the man in Christ belongs to the future; in the present 
Paul can boast only in ~a.&~ &.creevetaL~ (v.5). The polemical 
issue is clearly reflected again in the plural form ~a.&, 
&.aeeve&a.l' • It is not likely that the anthropological char-
acter or quality of man in his earthly limitation is meant 
~a.&~ &.creeveia.l' probably refers to 
'ta ~Tl' &.creevetad 11 :30), i. e. Paul' a words and conduct which 
characterize his apostolic existence. ·v. 6 elaborates ou 
xa.ux~cro~a.l el ~~ &v ~a.i' &.creeveta.L~ (5b). la.v yap 9eA~cr~ 
XO.UXTJOO.cr9a.t OUX ~OO~O.l tiq>p~Y UATJ9ElO.V yap epw (6a) and 
(j)ELOO~O.l oe, ~~ ~,, e!~ l~e AOYlOD'tO.l u~ep 0 ~'Aenel ~E ~ &.xoUEL 
e~ e~oo (6b) form a parallel construction. Since Paul will 
boast only of the things which show his weakness, he is no 
longer aq>pwv but speaking the truth. It is not that his 
accounts of ecstasy are false, but that he wants to single 
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out the indisputable actuality of the things which anyone sees 
and hears. t~ t~ou signifies, therefore, the words that 
really and actually come from him. He calls the attention of 
the Corinthians not to what they hear about him but to what 
he himself says. 1 Here Paul confirms the problematic aspect 
of his ·apostolic existence. The opponents have raised the 
question concerning his words and conduct. He intends to de-
fend them. But he does not allow the opponents to raise the 
pneumatic ramifica.tions of their charge. He prevents the 
escalation of the issue by first laying his pneumatic creden-
tials before them on his own initiative {vv. 2-4) and thereby 
giving them no chance to doubt his pneumatic credentials. 
Thus, the polemical purpose of the supplementary argument of 
12:2-4 becomes clear. Whereas the opponents regard the future 
fully present in the present, Paul distinguishes the present 
from the future. 2 He contends that his apostleship is to be 
defended not in spite of the present earthly reality but ~ 
cause of the marks which the earthly reality brands onto him. 
1The absolute use of ~ei6o~al is here 
to the boasting of ecstasies, not to ~A~9eLav. Be is here not unnecessary, since Paul has to 
boasting in ~~ unep~OA~ ~~v ~noxaAute~v. 
taken to refer 
cpei6o~al 
refrain from 
2Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 155: ••paulus setzt den Ruhm 
des Apokalyptikers deutlich in direkten·Gegensatz zu dem Ruhm 
der Schwachheit und erkllrt, dies letztere allein sei hier 
sein Thema." Note also G'l!ttgemanns, op. cit., p. 161, n. 51. 
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Such marks may be characterized by &aeeveta • 1 He then goes 
on to mention the crxoAOW ~~ aapxi, ayyeAo~ aa~avff 
2 attacks him painfully. 
which 
It is obscure what Paul means by axoAOW ~~ aapxi. 
If it refers to his alleged chronic s1cknesa, 3 it is impossible 
to determine what that sickness was. 4 Nevertheless, it seems 
probable that axoAOW ~~ aapxi refers to physical weakness 
of some sort. This position is supported by the ancient view 
that while sickness is the work of satan5 God is nevertheless 
involved in the events that cause human misery for the purpose 
of educat1ng. 6 
The problem with which the present investigation is 
primarily concerned is not so much what axoAOW ~~ aapxi 
1 GHtt~emanns (op. cit., p. 161, n. 51) is of the opin-
ion that Paul a xaux~al~ refers to &aeevela , not to his 
ministry as a whole as Kllsemann ("Legitimitllt," P· 67) asserts. 
The differentiation between &aeevs&a and o~axovta is not to 
be sharply maintained, for &aeeve&a is indeed the character 
which distinguishes Paul's ministry. 
2Bauer (Arndt-Gingrich), op. cit., p. 442. 
3Th1s view has led to many conjectures. For various 
proposals, see Lietzmann, Korinther, pp. 156-57; Windisch, 
2. Korinther, pp. 385-88. Plummer, op. cit., pp. 348-51; 
Bauer (Arndt-Gingrich), op. cit., pp. 442, 763-64. 
4so GHttgemanns, op. cit., p. 163: "eine medizinische 
Diagnose 1st nicht mehr m8gl1ch. 11 • 
5see Windisch, 2. Korinther, p. 385. 
6 Martin Dibelius, Die Geistwelt 1m Glauben des Paulus. 
(G8ttingen: vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1909), p. 191. 
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was as to how it is related to the &aeevela of Paul. The 
1 point of departure for consideration of v. 7 should be above 
all its relevance to the polemical issue in II Cor. 10-13. 
From the fact that Paul was a former persecutor, Schlatter 
thinks that the beating pain refers to the pain of conscience. 2 
This interpretation is not satisfactory, for it does not take 
into account the polemical situation of II Cor. 10-13.3 Ph. 
H. Menoud4 attempts to explain v. 7 as a dramatic expression 
of the power of Satan which hinders Paul's mission and of the 
"souffrance theologique" originating from the hardness of the 
Jews against the gospel. Gdttgemanns regards this position 
as "reine Phantas1e. 11 5 According tow. B1eder, 6 themes-
senger of Satan may have referred to the opponents of Paul 
mentioned in II Cor. 11:14, and xoAa~t~etv their activities. 
From this assumption Blader argues for the interpretation 
that Paul, using the graphic expression axoAOW , identified 
his suffering which was inflicted by his opponents with Jesus' 
1For the textual difficulty of the verse, see Plummer, 
op. cit., p. 353; Windisch, 2. Korinther, p. 381, n. 2. 
2schlatter, Paulus dar Bote Jesu, pp. 666-67. 
3see Bauer (Arndt-Gingrich) op. cit., p. 764; 
Gdttgemanns, op. cit., p. 161. 
4
uL 1 ech.arde et 1 1ange satanique, 11 in Studia Paulina, 
pp. 163-71. 
5GHttgemanns, op. cit., p. 164. 
6Bleder, "Paulus und seine Gagner," p. 332. 
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passion and crucifixion. G~ttgemanns rightly objects 1 to 
. 
Bieder's position by pointing out that (1) in 11:15 Satan is 
differentiated from his otaxovol , (2) a messenger cannot be 
a group of opponents, (3) v. 7 bas little to do with the story 
of Jesus' passion and the concept of discipleship. Gdttge-
manns is of the opinion that axo'A.o'ljf 't'fl oapx& designates 11ein 
'somatisches' Phiinomen, 112 probably s1ckness.3 He contend~4 
that (1) the Corinthians reasoned from Paul's (physical?) 
weakness that he was subjected to a demonic power of the flesh, 
(2) they demanded Paul to demonstrate his freedom from this 
demonic power through ecstasy, (3) against this charge, Paul 
responds with the disclosure of another revelationS that his 
weakness was given from the exalted Lord himself and that his 
subjugation to the demonic power is nothing but God's will. 
Gl.!ttgemanns says: ''Was .Paulus also mit dem ganzen A bschni tt 
erreichen will, 1st die Zuatimmung des Gnostikers zu der 
'schwachheit' des Apostels, well sie vom 'pneumatischen Kyrios' 
selbst gewollt 1st. tt6 
Gdttgemanns is certainly right in considering v. 7 
1Gdttgemanns, op. cit., p. 164. 
3 . 
Ibid., p. 164. 
-
2 Ibid., p. 163. 
-4 Ibid., p. 165. 
-
5Ib1d., p. 161, n. 55: "In jedem Falle sollte nicht 
bestritten warden, dass das ~oo9~ daa Ergebnis einer Ekatase 
war.'' 
6 Ibid., p. 165. 
-
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in relation to the polemical issue of II Cor. 10-13. His 
argument, however, amounts to the belief that since Paul de-
fends his physical weakness, the Corinthians must have accused 
him of his inability to t~anscend his weakness by means of 
ecstasy. ~ttgemanns does not pay sufficient attention to 
the peculiarity or vv. 7-10, for, if Paul refers to his physi-
cal weakness .by ox.6A.o1jl 't~ aapx i , he does so only at this 
point but nowhere else in II Cor. 10-13. Paul repeats before 
and after vv. 7-9 that he will boast of his weaknesses. The 
axo'Aoljl 't~ aapxi by itself is not sufficient to provide con-
vincing evidence for the view that Paul is refering to his 
I 
physical weakness in vv. 7-9. ox.o'Aoljl 'tt oapxi ••• 1-LE 
xo'Aa~,~~ may be interpreted as pain or anguish inflicted ex-
ternally. 1 This gives room for-the assumption, for instance, 
that oi<.o'Aoljl can be a graphic expression of the sufferings 
and anguish--inclusive of the activities of his opponents--, 
which Paul encountered "daily"2 in his missionary work.3 How-
ever, Paul's appeal to the senses of seeing and hearing in 
v. 6 renders it less likely that Paul uses a figure of speech 
in v. 7. 4 It is more reasonable to assume that axo'Aoljf 't~ 
1see Windisch, 2. Korinther, p. 385. 
2II Cor. 11:28. 
3cf. Bieder, "Paulus und seine Gegner," p. 332. 
4 Against Kamlah, ttwie beurteil t Paulus sein Leiden? 11 
pp. 218-19. 
............. 
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oapxi refers to a concrete physical inconvenience. This 
does not necessarily warrant holding the view that Paul's 
"physical weakness" was a part of the weakness issue in Corinth. 
It is suggested here that crx6A.o' "t1) crapx £ is not to be as-
sociated with the problematic &.creeve tat which were at issue 
in Corinth. This is to say that crx6A.o' is not identical 
with one of the matters which are involved in the weakness 
issue of II Cor. 10-13. The voice from the Lord is obviously 
concerned with the resolution of the problem incurred from 
crxoA.ow "t~ crapxi --i.e. the problem peculiar to Paul as inferred 
from elpDXev ~ot. Moreover, the Lord's voice does not men-
tion the plural tv "tell<; dcreeveta,c; (or ev dcreeveiat<; ) in 
accordance with vv. 5,9b, 10. To be sure, ~ counts crx6A.ow 
as a major attribute 1 of his weakness. ' lv aoeeve tq. in 12:9 
indicates in all probability weakness in general, and the con-
text demands that it is meant to include crx6A.ow "t~ crapxt • 
This is to say, Paul introduces his crx6A.o~ "t~ crapxi into his 
polemic at 12:7. It is a new element which he brings into the 
dcreeveta issue. In the course of the present investigation, 
it has been argued that the weakness issue in II Cor. 10-13, 
as far as the Corinthians were concerned, involved primarily 
the words and conduct which characterized Paul's missionary 
stance. The problem in view of Paul's polemic, then, is why 
1This is an assured inference from the progression 
of vv. 7-8 to v. 9. 
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he felt it polemically effective to justify ~a~~' &oeeveta, 
lJ.OU by disclosing the givenness of axoA.ml! T~ oapxt. 
The solution to this problem lies in Paul's eschato-
logical orientation to the present which is different from 
that of his opponents. This is explicit in vv. 5-6. Paul 
clearly distinguishes the earthly reality of the present from 
the future of which only a glimpse is granted. Certainly 
urevelations" constitute eschatological assurance; 1 they give 
a foretaste of the future. More important, however, is the 
fact that at the same time they differentiate that future from 
the present. That the future, as it draws near with the pass-
ing of time on earth, will not repeat the present enables 
Paul not only to draw the line between the future and the pre-
sent, but also determines the character of the present itself. 
The present era in which Paul's apostolic existence is situ-
ated is the eschatological present, and the awareness of this 
eschatological present renders to the apostolic existence its 
specific character. The matters that show Paul's weakness 
originate from or are necessitated by the earthly reality in 
the eschatological present. One may recall Paul's stance in 
I Cor. 9 : 1 5- 23 • 
The function of oxoA.ow ~~ oapxi is to remind Paul 
of this earthly reality: Yva l-1~ Q~epa&pwlJ.al • Thus, the 
1cf. II Cor. 1:22,5:5; I Cor. 15:12-28; Gal. 11:1-16. 
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matters which show his weakness, as well as ox6Ao~ ~~ oapx1, 
epitomize to Paul the earthly reality of the apostolic exist-
ence, the former in relation to his missionary work and the 
latter in relation to his personal existence. Since person 
and office are inseparable in Paul, 1 the justification of his 
missionary activity endorses his personal existence and con-
versely the verification of his personal existence certifies 
his missionary stance. The integrity of person and office is 
A 
amply evidenced in e6o6~ ~Ol • OXOAOW is a gift from God.2 
to6e~ ~o& endorses oxoAOW as a charisma and anticipates the 
conclusive statement 1n v. 10. In vv. 7-9, then, Paul veri-
fies the peculiarity of his earthly existence by nothing less 
than the word of the exalted Lord. In so doing, Paul vindi-
. cates his missionary stance necessitated by the earthly reality. 
One should not overlook the polemical importance in 
that Paul's revelatory experience is the medium by which his 
earthly existence is defended before the suspicious Co.rinthians. 
This is to say that no complaint is to be expected from them 
as far as the "means" of Paul's defense is concerned. In 
1so also in the Corinthian gnosis. cr. GHttgemanns, 
op. cit., p. 133, n. 41: "nach der Meinung der Gnostiker der 
Inhalt der Botschaft der,.Apostel selbst 1st {vgl. 2. Kor. 4,5)." 
Consider Rom. 1:5: 5t' 0~ eAa~o~ev xaptv xa1 unoo~OA~V in 
conjunction with the thought association of xap &c;-oxoAOW rtiJ 
, 
oapx & • 
2Kiisemann "Legit1m1tllt," p. 54; J. J. Thierry, "Der 
Dorn 1m Fleische,~ Novum Testamentum, 5(1962), p. 303. 
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view of the pneumatic emphasis in Corinth, it is not dif-
ficult to reason that the verification by revelation conveyed 
the highest credibility among them. The paradox lies in that 
it is not Paul's pneumatic existence but his earthly existence 
which is verified through revelation. In sharp contrast to 
the app~~a p~~a~a in the event described in vv. 1-4, the 
account of the revelation which Paul sets forth in vv. 7-9 
is characterized by the words of the Lord, which are communi-
cable. 1 The circumstances in which the revelation took place 
are obscure, 2 except that Paul prayed three times for the re-
moval of the ox6A.o1jl from him. It must remain open whether 
these repeated prayers signify three different occasions or 
one occasion in which Paul persistently requested the remova1. 3 
Of decisive importance for Paul is that something understanda-
ble, something relevant to the earthly existence, was com-
municated in this revelation. In response to Paul's request, 
the Lord answers: "My grace is sufficient for you, for my 
power is made perfect in weakness" (v. 9). It must be noted 
that the words of the Lord have to do with Paul's particular 
problem. The voice of the Lord is directed to Paul. 
1cf. G~ttgemanns, op. cit., p. 165; Windisch, ~ 
Korinther, p. 390. 
2G\Yttgemanns (op. cit., p. 165, n. 94) remarks: 1'dass 
Paulus 1m 1eser gar keine genaue Vorstellung von dem Vorgang 
erwecken will. •• 
3see Vlndisch, 2. Korinther, p. 389. 
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does not imply that Paul was privileged to have heard the 
voice of the Lord. If so, the account of this audition would 
be an extension of his boasting. Paul has already discontinued 
this boasting of revelation in v. 6. ~oi signifies the in-
dividuality of the audition and the resolution given thereby 
concerning the nature of Paul's earthly ex1stence. 1 Nonethe-
less, the polemical significance of ~ot should not be ignored. 
The revelatory audition given him is also shared by the Cor1n-
thians,2 because it is an understandable and communicable 
audition. For this reason, it contributes to the Corinthians' 
understanding of.Paul's apostolic existence. It does not con-
sist of app~~a p~~a~a. 
The appreciation of the polemical implication of 
e~p~XeV ~Ot affects the Understanding Of apxel 00' ~ Xap~~ 
~ou. From this response from the Lord it should not be in-
ferred that Paul had requested something more than xap~,. 
G~ttgemanns3 rightly questions the interpretation of Windisch 
and L1etzmann which assumes in the Lord's response the implied 
notion 11Mehr w1rd d1r n1cht gewlfhrt."4 It must be emphasized, 
1 ~ttgemanns (oJ. cit., p. 166) emphasizes the "zu-
sammenhang·der belden S tze von v. 9a, die s1ch nur speziel 
auf den Apostel bez1ehen k8nnen." 
2
so Gdttgemanns, op. cit., p. 168. 
3 . 
Ibid. , p. 166. 
-4 Windisch, 2. Kor1nther, p. 390; L1etzmann, Kor1nther, 
~· 155. Plummer (op. cit., p. 354) is even more positive: 
'something much better is bestowed. tt 
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as Klsemand and G~ttgemanni point out, that xap~~ stands 
for xap tO!J.a • The oxoA.oljf -- 3.yye'Aoc; oa'tavO,..-which seems 
the epitome of the earthly existence is, once in the hand of 
the Lord, transformed to the instrument and mark of grace. 
The voice of the Lord continues to certify this divine de-
cree: ~yap 6uva11~c; lv aoeevetq 'teA.ei'tat • The equation of 
oxo'Aoljf with the xaptc; is not human rationalization. Nor is 
the formula ~ 6uYa!J.l~ lv ao9eve£q 'te'Ae1'tat to be hastily con-
signed to the divine law. 
that 6uva~J.tc; lv ao9eveiq 
ReJecting the common assumption 
3 
signifies the divine economy, 
G~ttgemanns rightly points out that Paul considers these words 
of the Lord specifically applicable to the Corinthian problem 
and directs them to the Corinthians. 4 Paul asserts, by the 
strength of the revelation given him, the very manifestation 
of the divine 6uva~J.t~ in earthly weakness, while 'teA.eiwot~ 
in the Corinthian theology comes to fulfilment only in the 
sphere of the heavenly nveu11a , 66va!J.t~ , and 66sa.5 
Gl!ttgemanns1 admirable exegesis of 12:7-9 loses its 
situational orientation, which he has consistently maintained 
1 K~semann, 11Legitimitlt,tt p. 53. 
2 . .. . . 
G~ttgemanns, op. cit., p. 166. 
3E~ g. Windisch, 2. Korinther, p. 393, where weakness 
is considered as the condition to success. So Lietzmann, 
Korinther, p. 155; Plummer, op. cit., p. 354. 
4G~ttgemanns, op. cit., p. 168. 5~., p. 168. 
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thus far, when he introduces the theologia crucis in con-
junction with 1:e'Ae'l't'at in v. 9. He writes: 
Nun erst kann entfaltet werden, dass fdr Paulus die 
paradoxa These nur wegen ihrer christologischen Fundier-
ung sinnvoll 1st. Indem der Apostel die Kraft Gottes 
nur in der Schwachheit empfMngt, vollzieht sich an ibm 
das gleiche Geschehen, das sich an Jesus vollzogen hat. 
Auch Jesus erwarb seine 1:e'Ae iwcru; und ouva!J.l<; in der 
Schwachheit des Kreuzes. Da Gottes Macht ihren 'ort' im 
Geschehen der Kreuzigung Jesu hat, denkt Paulus Gottes 
Macht und Jesu Schwachheit zusammen ••• Das Geschehen 
an ihm ala Apostel 1st Epiphanie dieses 'zusammen' im 
Gekreuzisten. 1 
There is no doubt that the paradox of ~ OUVU!J.l<; lv acreevei~ 
is christologically formulated. The christological founda-
tion involved here is, however, not the theologia crucis. 
Paul petitioned his request to the exalted Lord. Generally 
speaking, the crucified Jesus is for Paul the necessary cor-
relate to the exalted Lord, and he often explicitly mentions 
the crucified Jesus with the exalted Christ. 2 The individu-
ality of 12:7-9 is the fact that there is no trace of the 
theologia crucis therein, if one follows the vein of the sit-
-
uationally oriented exegesis. If vv. 7-9 are polemically 
oriented as Gdttgemanns maintains, ~ OOVU!J.l<; ~v acreevet~ 
is to be regarded as taking place in Paul's existence.3 
1rbid., p. 168. 
-
2cr. I ?Cor. 1:18; II cor. 4:7-10. 
3Against Gattgemanns (op. cit., p. 168), who says 
that 11 Indelli der ApGstel die Kraft Got tea nur in der Schwach-
heit empfMngt, vollzieht sich an ibm das gleiche Geschehen, 
das sich an Jesus v.ollzogen hat.u Also Wilckens, Weisheit 
und Torheit, pp. 49ff to which G~ttgemanns refers. 
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Gdttgemanns rightly criticises w. Bieder who introduces the 
theologia crucis in relation to the crx6A.o\jf in v. 7. 1 But 
G~ttgemanns himself seems at this point to fall into the same 
error of introducing the theologia crucis, which he does in 
a slightly more subtle manner. 2 Against G~ttgemanns, it 
ought to be noted that ,; 5uva,.u<; as xap t<; from the exalted 
Lord is fulfilled in Paul's weakness directly. 
The cause of Gdttgemanns inadequate exegesis at this 
point lies probably in his insufficient grasp of the weakness 
issue in II Cor. 10-13. He distinguishes sharply Paul's weak-
ness from his apostleship. 3 Only by divorcing &.oet veta in 
,; 5uva~t<; ev ao8eVel~ from the polemical context is Gdttge-
manns able to relate it to the weakness of Jesus. Against 
this view, one must return to KMsemann's insight that&.oeeveta 
and Paul's apostolic 5 t axov ta a~e inseparable. 4 Paul dis-
cusses in vv. 7-9 his weakness and his existence in relation 
to the exalted Lord. The idea of weakness expressed here is 
Paul's weakness which distinguishes his apostleship from that 
1see p. 187 above. 
2For the use of e v &.oeeve i Q: referring to Paul him-
self, see I Cor. 2:3: xayw ev aoeevei~. In I Cor. 2:3, the 
theologia eruois lies near the idea of &.oee vet a but not 
directly related. The oontext of I Cor. 1-2 is not identical 
with that of II Cor. 10-13, and therefore should not be 
applied to 12:9 immediately. 
3Gitttgemanns, op. o1 t., p. 168, n. 115: "Es geht 1m 
Zusamm.enhang freilich nur um die Schwaehheit des·Apostels." 
4KMaemann, "Legitimitllt," p. 67. 
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of his opponents. In their view, Paul's apostleship is 
characterized by weakness. In response to this charge, Paul 
defends his apostleship by appealing to the revelation given 
him. The voice from the exalted Lord verifies Paul's conten-
tion that such weakness originates from the nature of hie 
apostolic existence which is determined by the earthly reality 
of the present era. Pa·ul' a apostolic stance--his words and 
conduct in Corinth--which for the Corinthians conveyed the 
impression of him as weak and his physical weakness are the 
marks of the earthly reality which still awaits the future. 
Yet in these things which show weakness the epiphany of the 
future takes place. By distinguishing the present from the 
future, these things in ~aetveLa are the reminder of the 
present earthly reality, and, at the same time, point to the 
future (v. 5). The function of d.aeeve La is not exhausted 
thereby. The OXOAOW , seemingly the epitome of the Satanic 
power and or 6:aee veta ' becomes paradoxically the channel of 
the revelation which assures xapt~ and the epiphany or the 
divine ouva~t~ • Thus, the sustaining1 epiphany of the divine 
power--in fact, 'ri ouvat.u~ 'tOU Xp LO'to5--is taking place2 not 
Many exegetes refer to 1 ~~· (1 ~~f~) . 
2 O'tav aaeevoo 'tO'tt 6uva't6~ et~L (v. 10). 
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in the ecstatic events but in Paul's apostolic existence, 1 
which according to the evaluation of the opponents is plagued 
by 'ta'i~ ao8eVelO.L~. The eschatological otaxovia. of Paul 
is indeed characterized by ~ ouva.~1~ 'tou XpL~ou, but it 
becomes manifested through 'ta'i~ ao8e:ve:!at~ • Here the un-
resolved tention of 11:30 finds at last an answer. Paul 
quickly and dramatically summarizes his defense in foolish 
speech: uFor the sake of Christ, then, I am content with 
weaknesses, insults, hardships, persecutions, and calamities; 
for when I am weak, then I am strong" (v. 10). 
Contrary to Gtlttgemanns' assertion, it should be re-
cognized that the lack of the theologia crucis is a unique 
feature of 12:1-10 where the weakness issue is the focus of 
the polemic. This peculiarity may have prompted Paul to ex-
claim: reyova fiq>pc.u.v• u~e: 7~ ~e: 'l']va.yx6.oa'te: ( 12:11 ) • Paul's 
discontinuance of foolish boasting in v. 6 notwithstanding, 
his defense of his weakness is carried through within the 
framework of the enumeration of visions and revelat1ons. 2 
Thus, the weakness issue is set forth in the context of the 
theologia glor1ae3--at least in form and style--and in absence 
1Tva (v. 9b) does not signify the condition in which 
the epiphany of the divine power takes place. As G4ttgemanns 
(op. cit., p. 169) points out, "Die Epiphanie der g8ttl1chen 
Kraft 1st also schon 1m Gange."· 
2see GHttgemanns, op. cit., p. 161, n. 55. 
3 I. e. the revelation from and'manifestation of the 
exalted Lord. 
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of the theologia crucis. Paul's defense or his weakness 
utilizes the pneumatic theological form of which his oppo-
nents also approve. In this perhaps lies the reason why, 
despite the content or the revelation for which Paul needs 
to offer no apology (v. 6), he is compelled to apologize: 
yeyova ft~p~v • Therefore, it is illegitimate to presuppose 
the theologia crucis in vv. 7-9 when Paul's argumentation is 
considered from the polemical point of view. 
This observation, if valid, emphasizes the effect of 
the polemical purpose in a given situation upon the thought 
structure or Paul. This is not to say that the theologia 
crucis was being divorced from the theologia gloriae in Paul's 
thought structure as the latter found expression in 12:1-10. 
The theologia crucis is easily read into 12:7-10, for it is 
often the integral component--even the basis--of Paul's theol-
ogy of suffering, 1 as exemplified in II Cor. 4:7-10. For 
this reason, it may be justifiable even to consider the theo-
logia crucis in the context of 12:7-10 when and if vv. 7-10 
are the object of an investigation into Pauline theological 
motifs. 2 However, if vv. 7-10 are to be interpreted in the 
1Gdttgemanns, op. cit., passim. 
2 . 
E. g. Tannehill, op. cit., pp. 98-100. In this re-
gard, GHttgemanns' theologia crucis orientation to vv. 7-9 
may be tolerated. This being conceded, however, his achieve-
ment falls short of what he sets out to do: "Der Denkart kann 
deahalb nur der Intention und Gedankengang der betreffenden 
Abschnitte entnommen warden" {op. cit., p. 157). 
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specific polemical context, i. e. in the Sitz 1m Leben of 
the whole of II Cor. 10-13, one must recognize the absence 
of the theologia crucis among the cluster of theological 
motifs intimately associated with it elsewhere. One may be 
justified perhaps in speaking of the suppression of the theo-
logia crucis in 12:1-10. This suppression may well have 
occurred due to the theological genre--the ecstatic revela-
tion--which Paul employs to present the defense of his weak-
ness. 
The point to be underscored here is that the theologia 
crucis does not appear in the context of Paul's foolish speech 
which comprises the central section of his polemic against 
the Corinthians. And the fact that the theologia crucis does 
not appear in the foolish speech reflects probably how little 
the Corinthians were concerned with it. 
3. Summary 
The section 11:21b-12:10 contains Paul's main defense 
of the lfweakness,. which characterizes his apostleship. Paul 
designates this defensive argument as foolish boasting, to 
which he is forced and from which he would gain nothing. The 
note of restraint thus expressed originates in the self-contra-
diction that, while he refuses earlier (10:12-18) to place 
himself under the criterion of judgment used by his opponents, 
he accommodate himself to that criterion in order to defend his 
apostleship. The reason for this attitude of Paul's lies, 
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probably, in his affirmation of Pneumatikertum as the basic 
category of apostolic existence. If the opponents had claimed 
that they were Pneumatiker, Paul could not have rejected such 
a claim in toto by insisting that he was not. Rather, he had 
to demonstrate that he was the true Pneumatiker (10:7,11:12-
14). 
Paul's defensive argument consists of two major parts. 
In the first part (11:21b-33), he defends his weakness by in-
corporating it (11:29-30) into the catalogue of apostolic 
sufferings. In so doing, he claims that his weakness is not 
the mark which discredits, but the mark which validates, his 
apostleship. 
In the second part of his defense, Paul takes up the 
topic of visions and revelations. It is important to note 
that Paul proceeds to demonstrate the validity of his claim· 
made in 11:22-29 at 12:5-10. In other words, he resumes the 
theme of weakness at 12:5. This gives an important clue to 
his intention in 12:1-4. The unique account of his own ecstatic 
experience is not to be considered as his response to the 
opponents' alleged charge that he lacked the demonstrative 
power in terms of ecstasy. He describes his own ecstatic ex-
periences in 12:1-4 so that firstly he affirms the Pneumatiker-
tum as the basic category of apostolic existence and secondly 
prepares for his demonstration of the legitimacy of his apos-
tolic existence in the earthly reality. The objective he 
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strives to achieve in 12:7-9 is not to negate the Pneumatiker-
tum as the basic category of apostolic existence, but to show 
that his weakness is paradoxically verified by the revela-
tory audition. It is clear in 12:9 that the word of the ex-
alted Lord is directly given to Paul and justifies his apos-
tolic existence which is characterized by weakness. There 
is no hint that the revelation endorses or legitimizes P~ul's 
apostolic existence as a parallel to the earthly Jesus. In 
this sense, the theologia crucis has no role in 12:1-10. 
The absence of the theologia crucis in 12:7-9 is peculiar in 
viewat the intimate relationship between the theologia crucis 
and Paul's concept of suffering (and ministry) which can be 
observed in other passages. For this reason, it may be justi-
fiable to regard the absence of the theologia crucis in 12: 
7-9 as Paul's suppression of it due to his polemical purpose. 
The motif of the theologia crucis, in fact, is not 
divorced from Paul's concept of weakness in II Cor. 10-13, as 
will be seen from the discussion in the next chapter. It may 
even be said that it is profoundly relevant to Paul's estimate 
of his own weakness. It functions as the cohesive force in 
the decisive polemic found in 13:3-4. 
CHAPTER VII 
PAUL'S DEFENSE OF HIS WEAKNESS (2) 
One may regard 13:3-4 as Paul's final defense of his 
weakness. The dialectical character is clearly discernible 
at 13:3 where Paul explicitly refers to the charge made by 
the Corinthians and at 13:4 where he responds to it. To be 
sure, the weakness issue is mentioned in 13:8-9, but the tone 
in which it is expressed no longer contains a polemical force. 
Paul's declaration here of that ouva~eea . •. ~nip~~~ 
aA~8e(a~ perhaps refers to 11:31 and 12:6. For this reason, 
he is glad when he is weak (13:9). 13:8-9, then, may be re-
garded as the recapitulation of his defense concerning the 
weakness issue. Furthermore, the basic thought structure of 
13:9 appears already in I Cor. 4:10, II Cor. 4:12, even though 
the respective contexts of these passages do not reflect the 
weakness issue underlying II Cor. 19-13. 
Not only is 13:3-4 the final argument in a series of 
defensive arguments, but it is also the decisive one. This 
is shown by (1) its context and (2) the explicit christologi-
cal reasoning of Paul. 
1. II Cor. 13:3 and Its Context 
13:3 sets forth radically the Corinthian request for 
the fundamental chr1stological ground of Paul's apostolic 
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authority. It asks nothing less than the ooxl~DV ~oG ••• 
Xpla~oG itself. 1 The intensity and finality of the request 
may be shown by contrasting 13:3 with 12:19. In 13:3 it is 
Christ who speaks in Paul, whereas in 12:19 it is still Paul 
who speaks xa.~eva.V'tl eeoG ~v XptO'tlf} •2 The pneumatic chris-
tology that lies behind the Corinthian demand for the demon-
stration of Christ is made clear in 13:3b: the Christ, o~ 
l ' ... I .l. ... .l. "\... • ... L -~ ... 3 e l~ u~a.~ oux u.aeeve L U.A./\Cl ouva.'te l t;;V v~Lv • According to 
Schmithals, Paul misunderstands the point of the Corinthian 
contention entirely due to his failure to grasp the Corinthian 
gnostic theology; 4 therefore he mistakenly relates the Corin-
thian charge to his physical weakness, and in so doing he finds 
his way to respond to the alleged charge christologically. 5 
1 G~ttgemanns, op. cit., p. 145, n. 18. 
2A~cording to Schmithals 1 reconstruction of the Corin-
thian gnosis, there is no difference between the twof for the 
redeemed becomes identical with the redeemer1 i. e. 'Pneuma-Selbst" = "ein Stdck des kosmischen Christus. 1 Gnosis, p. 185. 
Cf. Gattgemanns, •OPe cit., p. 145, n. 21. 
3· .u Guttgemanns (op. cit., p. 146, n. 25), refering to 
Windisch (2. Korinther, p. 418) and Georgi (Gesner, p. 293), 
regards 13:3b as a quotation from Paul's opponents. It seems 
certain that 13:3b, if not a verbal quotation, represents 
their christology, since it elaborates poignantly the Christ 
whose demonstration they demand from Paul. 
4see pp. 128-29 above. 
5schmithals writes (Gnosis, p. 182): 11diesen Vorwurf, 
den der Apostel--freilich zu Unrecht--offenbaP in Verbindung 
mit seiner physischen SchwRohe bringt, weist er mit dem christo-
logisch begrlfudeten (v. 4a.) Hinweis auf die paradoxa Situation 
zurdck, in der der mit Christus zugleich starke und schwache 
Apostel ••• steht, der eben ala solcher unten den Kor. sein 
wird. 11 
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Not only is Schmithals' assumption of a misunderstanding on 
Paul's part doubtful, but it is also highly unlikely that 
Paul mistakenly relates his physical weakness to the weakness 
of Christ. 1 There is not the slightest hint that Paul's 11physi-
ea.l" weakness is being discussed in 13:3-4. 2 
Gdttgemanns paraphrases the opponents' charge in 13: 
3b as follows: "Bisher sehen wir an dir nur die Schw~che Jesu, 
-
nicht aber die Dynamia Christi, die in una wirkaam i~t."3 
According to Gdttgemanna, the basis of the Corinthian charge 
is to be found in the Corinthian christology which differen-
tiates the heavenly Pneuma-Christ and his ouva~l' manifest 
in Pnuematiker from the earthly Jesus in the sphere of the 
flesh. 4 From this gnostic point of view, the Corinthiansal-
legedly suspected Paul's pneumatic qualification as an apostle 
since they regarded Paul's weakness as indicative of his sub-
mission in the sphere of the flesh.5 It is clear that G~ttge-
. 
manns is indebted to Schmithals. G~ttgemanns assumes the 
mythological background of the Corinthian theology and accord-
ingly distinguishes sharply the Pneuma-Christ from the earthly 
Jesus. G~ttgemanns corrects Schmithals' position by asserting 
1so Gdttgemanns, op. cit., p. 146, n. 27. 
2Eape~ially v. 4b: yap ~~er, &aeevou~ev • 
highly improbable that Paul would have used r)~.t.e'i'' 
meant his own physical weakness. 
3G~ttgemanna, op. cit., p. 146. 
It is 
if he 
4 . 
Ibid. , p. 147. 
-
5Ibid., pp. 147, n. 28, 148. 
-
207 
that (1) Paul did not misunderstand the Corinthian gnostic 
contention and that (2) the theologia crucis (i. e. the weak-
ness of Jesus as related to Paul 1 s physical weakness 1) is the 
root of the Corinthian disagreement with Paul. Against Gdttge-
manns, it must be pointed out that v. 3b speaks only of Christ 
( ~ou lv l~oi AaAouv~o' Xpl~ou ). As far as the Corinthian 
contention is concerned, the weakness of Jesus does not enter 
into the issue discussed here. If Gdttgemanns blames Schmithals 
for the latter's elimination of the theologia crucis from 
13:3-4, 2 he himself is guilty of introducing the theologia 
crucis into v. 3b. He recons.tructs the Corinthian front from 
13:4 instead of from 13:3 and imposes the assumption derived 
from v. 4 into 3b. 3 
The same exegetical suspicion falls upon Georgi's 
interpretation. He sees in 13:4 Paul 1 s clear delineation 
4 between the crucified Jesus and the exalted Christ. This 
assumption, in turn, supports Georgi's contention that Paul's 
opponents insisted on the unity of the earthly Jesus and the 
exalted Christ (13:3); which Paul attempted to destroy by his 
1 ~ttgemanns, op. cit., p. 148, n. 31. 
2 . . 3 
Ibid., p. 146, n. 21. See pp. 215-17 below. 
-4Georgi, Gesner, p. 294. 
5Georgi has brought together vast Hellenistic-Jewish 
material in attempt to decument his hypothesis that the Corin-
thian christology which underlies the numerous passages in II 
Cor. 2:14-7:4 and 10-13 is based on the understanding of the 
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1 
christological differentiation. G~ttgemanns criticizes 
Georgi for following neinfach dem wissenschaftlichen Dogma, 
bei Paulus habe Kreuz und Auferstehung einen Graben zwischen 
dem irdischen Jesus und dem himmlichen Christus geschaffen,"2 
and points out rightly that Paul maintains the continuity of 
the earthly Jesus with the now exalted Christ. 3 G~ttgemanns 
and Georgi, nevertheless, seem to share in common the prob-
lematic methodological procedure concerning the exegesis of 
4 13:3b. 
The attempt to reconstruct the pneumatic-christologi-
cal background of 13:3 remains highly conjectural, as the dif-
ference among the proposed solutions5 amply shows. Further-
more, if one ventures to postulate what the Corinthians (and 
earthly Jesus in terms of the Hellenistic-Jewish eeio~ dv~p 
concept, with the resultant elimination of the theologia crucis 
altogether. According to Georgi (Gesner, p. 293), "der Gottes-
mann der Vergangenheit geht kraft seiner die Grenzen seiner 
Menschlichkeit tiberwindenden Potenz in die Tradition ein und 
entdeckt sich auf Grund innerer Verwandtschaft dem jeweiligen 
Selbst der nachkommenden und nachfolgenden Pneumatiker. 11 
1Georgi writes {Gagner, p. 294): 11dass man in K~rinth 
das Leben schon Jdtz~ sichtbar zu besitzen ver.meinte, wail man 
von dar einschnei en en Bedeutung des Kreuzes nichts wissen 
wollte und deshalb nicht zwischen dam irdischen und dem er-
h8hten Harm schied, sondern schon dem irdischen Christus die 
stU~ zuerkannte. It 
2G~ttgem~nns, p. 147, n. 29. 
3rbid. For further discussion, see pp. 227-33 below. 
-4see pp. 215-17 below. 
5E. g. Schmithals and G~ttgemanns on the one hand, 
and Georgi on the other. 
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probably the opponents of Paul in Corinth1) meant in 13:3b, 
the resultant conjecture arising from this sort of formula-
tion of the problem is inevitably reflected in the exegesis 
of 13:4. An investigation of 13:3-4 may be on sounder ground 
if it turns first to the clarification of Paul's understand-
ing of the Corinthian charge in 13:3, instead of postulating 
the Corinthian contention in it. The question, then, is h2! 
Paul understood the Corinthian charge regardless of ~ the 
Corinthians meant by it. The problem formulated in this way 
is less unsurmountable than the precise delineation of the 
Corinthian contention, since the problem is placed within the 
polemical context of II Cor. 10-13, or more precisely, within 
13:1-4. In other words, 13:3-4 is to be considered in the 
context of Paul's announcement of his third visit,- and the 
christological significance in 13:3-4, which has claimed the 
primary attention in the previous investigations reviewed 
above, is to be subjugated to this immediate context. The 
shift in the polemical argument which occurs between 13:2 
and 3 has been already discussed.~ In 10:3-4 Paul is concerned 
1so Georgi, Gesner, p. 293, n. 2. 
2see pp. 128-31 above. For the significance of Paul's 
ntravelogue'' in his epistolary form, see Robert w. Funk, 
I.aunr,age, Hermeneutic, and Word of God. (N. Y.: Harper & Row, 
1966 , pp. 263-76. Accoi'din~ to Fulik's definition, "travelogue" 
means "an expression of Paul a promise or desire of adding · 
an oral word to his written word.'' Ibid., p. 274, n. 84. 
-
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with the pneumatic ramifications of the primary accusation 
raised by the Corinthian opponents against him. 1 
The final defense of Paul's weakness in 13:3-4 is 
made in the context of warning and threat. This fact shows 
a striking contrast to his previous defense2 of his weakness 
in 11:16-12:10 where the polemical tone is marked by restraint 
on account of both the form it adopted (i. e. the foolish 
speech) and the subject matter it contested (i. e. suffering 
and revelation~ • 
If in 11:16-12:10 Paul attempted to ascertain theo-
logical justification for his weakness while insisting on 
his equality with his opponents within Pneumatikertum, in 
13:3-4 he declares the uniqueness of his weakness decisively 
and christologically. In vv. 3-4, there is no trace of re-
straint nor hesitation. Paul announces his third visit to 
Corinth with unequivocal warning: "If I come again I will not 
spare them" (13:2). Foremost in the warning is the decisive-
ness of his action,3 which he has hitherto retrained from 
4 
executing. His apostolic ministry has been performed in 
1see pp. 134-39 above. 
2Paul's defense, of course, continues after he con-
cludes his foolish speech. However, the two sections immediately 
following it are not concerned directly with the fundamental 
(=theological) aspect of the weakness issue. See pp. 116-20 
above. 
3~ttgemanns, op. cit., p. 143, n. 9: "sein autori-
tatives Ve:phalten.n 
4probably the action against the libertines mentioned 
in 12:20. So Gdttgemanns, op. cit., p. 143. 
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patience (12:11). 1 The ~soucria with which God has endowed 
him is for upbuilding not for destruction (10:8,13:10). In-
deed, his weakness is xap~~ which characterizes his minis-
try (12:9). For this reason, his defense is not a mere per-
sonal matter; it is the realization of the kerygma itself: 
nit is in the sight of God that we have been speaking in 
Christ and all for your upbuilding" (12:19b). His Esoucrta 
2 however, should not be mistakenly understood as condoning 
the conduct unbecoming to Christians (12:20-21).3 He has 
already warned and wants to warn again, this time once and 
for all, according to the prescribed law (13:2) 4 that he will 
not be lenient against "those who sinned before 11 ( 13:2). 
Here Paul affirms his unshaken confidence5 in his apostleship. 
The Corinthians demand from Paul the oox qtT}v 't'ou 
lv e~ol AaAoUV't'o' Xptcr't'ou. According to the context, Paul 
relates the Corinthian demand to his claim of decisive apos-
tolic authority. The ooxt~n 't'OU ••• Xptcr't'ou is thus to be 
understood as the demonstration of the authoritative Christ 
1Kilsemann, "LegitimitBt,u PP• 62-63. 
2 . 
Cf. 10:9. 
3s1egfried Wibbing, Die Tusend- und LastenkftaloBe 
1m Neuen Testament ( 11Beihefte zur z. N. w.," 25. Heft; Berlin: 
T8pelmann, 1959), pp, 77-127; Schrage, op. ait., p. 63, n. 18. 
4neut. 19:15. Paul refers probably to his third visit. 
So ~ttgemanns, op. cit., p. 143, n. 9 with further literature. 
5Lietzmann, Korinther, p. 161. 
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in Paul's apostleship. 1 This is borne out in 13:3b: ~oo 
Xp lCYtOO oc; e: lc; Of.Lac; oox &.oee:ve:i 6.A.A.0. o.uva~e:i lv OIJ.iV • oox 
signifies the Corinthians' unmitigated rejection of the 
christological foundation of Paul's apostleship. Evident 
in Paul is the Christ who is weak ( ao8e:ve:i ) in dealing with 
the Corinthians. That they expressed Paul's view of Christ 
(and therebyhis apostleship) by o XpLCYtoc; oc; acr8e:v£1may be 
inferred from e:ic; ui.Lac; •2 o Xp&cnoc; oc; aaee:ve:i races the 
Corinthians in the person of Paul. It is this Christ that 
they suspect. 3 They demand the OOXL!J.~V ~00 ••• Xp&cr~oo oc; 
oox acree:ve:i • Their emphasis is on the pneumatic Christ who 
-
is present in Paul and on whose authority his apostleship is 
dependent. Contrary to the Christ (oc; acree:ve:i ) whom Paul 
claims, the Corinthians hail the Christ oc; ouva~e:i , the 
Christ whose presence is mightily demonstrated in Pneumatiker. 4 
This pneumatic Christ is whole heartedly claimed by the Corin-
thians. He dwells in them ( ev U!J.iV ). The antithesis of 
1The oox&!J.~ does not merely refer to the pneumatic 
demonstration. Cf. Windisch, 2, Korinther, P• 417: "ein be-
stimmter konkreter Erweis." It designates above all-the 
verification of apostleship. So Glittgemanns, op. cit., p. 
145. He criticizes (p. 145, n. 21) the anthropological ap-
proach pursued by Schmithals. 
2Bauer (Arndt-Gingrich), op, cit., p. 229. 
3so Windisch, 2. Korinther, p. 418. 
4cr. 12:12, where Paul appeals to the signs of apostle 
as signa, wonders and mighty works. 
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d.cre€ ve la and ouVa!J.l <; in 13 :3b, then, is not that of "die 
Schwllche .:l!!!!" vs. "die Dynamis Christi,u as Gdttgemanns 
asse~ts. 1 No mention is made of the weakness of the earthly 
Jesus in 13:3. The Corinthians oppose the pneumatic Christ 
oc; d.creevei • Accordingly, Gl!fttgemanns' deduction that 11man 
nahm vor allem aus christologischen G~nden an der (physi-
schen?2] Schwachheit des Apostels Anst~ss"3 cannot be main-
tained. Rather, the weakness-power antithesis with which 
v. 3 is concerned witnesses to the contrast between the pneuma-
tic christological authority of Paul and that claimed by the 
Corinthians. Therefore, the antithesis cannot be reduced to 
the anthropological difference between Paul and the Corinthians. 4 
Taken in the context of Paul's warning, there is 
little ,~doubt that 13:3b expresses the authoritative stance 
rooted in the Corinthian christology which has come to take 
the diametrically opposed position to Paul's apostolic stance 
over the weakness issue. d.creeve1 in 13:3 may be considered 
in reference to xai oux &creev~ in 11:29 and the apostolic 
stance characterized thereby. The significance of d.creeve1 
and ouva~e1 lies in the fact that Paul understands in this 
1 ~ttgemanns, op. cit., p. 146. 
2cf. ~., p. 148, n. 31. 3rbid., p. 146. 
-
4Against Schmithals, Gnosis p. 182. G~ttgemanns, 
while protesting against Schmithals' anthropological orienta-
tion, introduces nevertheless anthropological aspect through 
alleged gnostic christology (op. cit., pp. 147-48). See 
pp. 205-207 above. 
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antithesis the specifically formulated Corinthian demand of 
ooxl~~ • They demand, not the ooxL~~ of the pneumatic Christ 
whose authority comes to expression characteristically in 
' 1 , Paul s otxooo~~ principle, but the ooxl~~ ot the pneumatic 
Christ whose authority can be demonstrated in ouva~l~ • 
If the above discussion is accepted, the meaning of 
~ou AaAouv~o~ Xpl~ou (as Paul takes it up in 13:3) becomes 
clear. It is not beyond the realm of reason to consider this 
problematic phrase in reference to the question of apostolic 
conduct. The ordinances pertaining to the daily Christian 
life are often pronounced as the judgment or command of the 
Lord. 2 In this sense, Paul's reference (or quotation) is 
neither entirely out of place nor to be reduced to a mere 
figure of speech. It is not certain whether Paul places 
ooxt~~v ~ou AUAouv~o~ Xpt~ou in the same context as intended 
by the Corinthians. Schmithals,3 tor instance, assumes that 
the Corinthians demanded from Paul the proof that Christ is 
really speaking in him, namely the demonstration of glosso-
1 ~ept ~~~ e~OUOlU~ n~wv, ~' ~OWXeV 0 XUpLO~ e{~ 
otxooo~~v xat oox el~ xaeaipeolv (10:8, also 13:10). The 
commission to o[xooo~~ is ~ven Paul b? the Lord. Thus, 
Paul claims his e~ouoia en~rely in re erence to the pneuma-
tic Christ. It is charisma. 
2von Campenhausen, Die Be~~ndung, pp. 21,26. See 
pp. 90-91 above. Paul is not bound, however, by the "tradi-
tional" authority of the words of the Lord. See wegenast, 
Das Vepst!ndnis der Tradition, PP• 93-120. 
3Gnosis, p. 183. 
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lalia. 1 If the Corinthians had used the phrase in a dif-
ferent context, it seems more likely that Paul has trans-
ferred it into the context which serves him beat2 than that 
he does not understand it at all. The effectiveness of po-
lemic which Paul achieves by placing this Corinthian demand--
probably the moat decisive one since it penetrates into the 
chriatological ground of apostleship--in the context of his 
apostolic threat cannot be doubted. As Windisch3 observes, 
the impending administration of Paul's apostolic authority 
corresponds with the wish of the Corinthians. Hence, ~nei 
4 
conveys a note of penetrating irony. 
2. II Cor. 13:4 
i. The Relationship of II Cor. 13:4a to 13:3 
The preliminary problem concerning the interpretation 
of 13:4a is its relationship to 13:3. G~ttgemanns thinks 
13:4a to be Paul's quotation from the Corinthians. Accord-
ing to G~ttgemanns, thethought expressed in v. 4a can be 
1In I Cor. 14 AaAeoo is used frequently in conjunction 
with glossolalia. However, it is also used in reference to 
prophecy and upbuilding (I Cor. 14:3), God's word in the Old 
Testament (I Cor. 14:21), Psalmist (II Cor. 4:13), and to the 
apostolic truthfulness (II Cor. 12:19). The decisive factor 
in the use of AaAeoo in I and II Corinthians is ita pneumatic 
frame of reference. 
2Gdttgemanna mentions this as a possibility. Op. cit., 
p. 147, n. ·27. 
3windisch, 2. Korinther, p. 417. 
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intelligible only in terms of "gnoatisches Theologumenon," 
in which the Corinthians had made a decisive ontological-
cosmological differentiation of the earthly d.aeeve ta. from 
the heavenly ouva.~t~ • 1 ~ttgemanns supports his aurgument 
with xai yap which, according to him, discloses the "Stil 
der Einrilumung."2 He thinks that this stylistic influence 
is felt ln the ~ddition of et •3 His attempt to attribute 
13:4a to the Corinthians is not persuasive. 13:4a and 4b 
form a parallel not only in style but also in thought. If 
13:4a is considered as Paul's concession to the Corinthians, 
so must be v. 4b also. On the contrary, 4b expresses Paul•s 
contention over against theirs. The variant reading with the 
addition of e[ does not help Gattgemanns at this point. The 
addition of e { transforms ~cnaup~e, ~.; 6.creeve ia.~ to the pro-
t 1 f y.;:; .1 ~ ' e ... 4 If th t 1 as s o ..,,1 ex vt>VO.lJ.t~ eou • e pro as s expresses 
Paul's concession, as G~ttgemanns thinks, it would be only 
natural to regard the apodosia with d.A.A.6. as Paul's affirma-
tion of his own view, not as Paul's confirmation of the 
1~ttgemanns, op. cit., p. 150. 
2Ib1d., p. 148, n. 32. So also Blass and DeBrunner, 
457. 
3A ft vg sy Melon. 
4cf. Windisch, 2. Korinther, p. 418, n. 1. 
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Corinthian position. 1 Thus, ~ttgemanns contention that 
that the 6.aee vt: ta. - oova1-1. ' ' anti thesis would be understand-
able only in terms of gnostic theology is not convincing. 
~ttgemanns fails to distinguish 13:4a from 13:3b in regard 
to their provenances. He transfers the the theologia crucis 
apparently from 13:4a to 13:3b, as has been pointed out ear-
lier, and in turn presupposes in 13:4a a gnostic motif which 
he detects in 13:3b. The exegetical letigimacy of such an 
interchange of theological motifs between 13:3b and 4a is 
doubtful. 
A more reasonable view than GHttgemanns' is that Paul 
responds in 13:4 to the Corinthian demand referred to in 13:3. 
2 Windisch considers v. 4 as "eine doppelte Erll.luterung. 11 
Georgi observes rightly that Paul meets the christologically 
oriented demand in kind "mit einer eigenen kurzen Interpreta-
tion des Heilsgeschehens~"3 This view provides an adequate 
explanation for the dialectical progression in 13:3-4. Paul 
presents the Corinthian demand in v. 3, in response to which 
he first lays the ohristolog1cal foundation of his defense 
(v. 4b). 
1rt may be added also that the differentiation of the 
present from the future in 4b is derived from, not set forth 
against, 4a. At any rate, it is difficult to draw a sharp 
line between 4a and 4b. 
2windisch, 2. Korinther, p. 418. 
3Georgi, Gesner, p. 294. 
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The presence of the concessive conjunctions xai yap 
( e: t ) is better explained in reference to &.A.A.a (v. 4b), not 
to the Corinthian gnosis. If so taken, the sense of conces-
sion originates from the structure of the kerygmatic pattern 
itself, which consists of the death and resurrection of Jesus. 
ii. The Relationship of II Cor. 13:4a to 
the Kerygmatic Pattern 
The exegetical problem of 13:4a relevant to the pres-
ent investigation may be formulated as follows: (1) how the 
christological formula in 13:4a is related to the primitive 
christology; (2) how it is affected by the polemical issue of 
II Cor. 10-13. In this section, the first problem is con-
sidered. The second question will be discussed in the next 
section in the light or the findings resultant from the con-
sideration of the first question. 
It has been long noticed that the antithesis of 
e~aupwe~ ls &.oee:ve:ta, and '~ex ouva~e:w' eeou is a reiter-
ation or an appeal to the pre-Pauline christological formula. 
Windisch thinks that this christological antithesis would 
have been "eine schon dem P. gelltutige christologische For-
mel ... 1 Georgi questions, justifiably, Windisch's contention, 
which seems to imply that this chr1stological antithesis was 
2 
already well established by the time of Paul. Robinson ex-
1windisch, 2. Korinter, p. 418. He cites I Cor. 1: 
23f,30, Heb. 2:9f. 
2Georgi, Gesner, p. 294, n. 1. 
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presses adequately Paul's dependence on the already established 
christology when he asserts that Paul appeals here to "the 
pattern of kerygma tt such as found in Rom. 1 :3-4 and Phil. 
2:6-11, according to which Jesus was given the enthroned status 
after his resurrection. 1 
Especially helpful toward the understanding of II 
2 Cor. 13:4 is Eduard Schweizer's discussion of Rom. 1:3-4. 
Schweizer3 points out three relevant concepts which were al-
ready established in the Old Testament or developed in ancient 
Judaism and which underlie the a6.p.; - 'JtVe Gp.a christology of 
Rom. 1:3-4: (1) the antithesis between flesh ( ttals dem Schwa-
chen, Begrenzten, Vergilnglichen tt) and Yahweh; ( 2) the idea of 
the world above and the world below in the Old Testament which 
developed, with the influx or Hellenistic elements, into the 
concept Of two spheres in terms Of the craps - 'JtV£Up.a anti-
4 thesis, i. e. the sphere of aap.; as the world of man and 
the sphere of 'ITVeup.a as that of God; (3) 'ltveup.a as a desig-
1 Robinson, "Kergyma and History, 11 p. 144. 
2
"R8m. 1, 3f und der Gegensatz v~n Fleisch und Geist 
vor und bei·Paulus,u in Neotestamentica' German and English 
Essays 1951-1963 (zarich: Zwingli, 1963 , pp. 180-89. 
3~.' pp •. 181, 185-88. 
4cr. Reginald H. Fuller, The Foundations of New Testa-
ment Christolosy (N. Y.: Charles Scribner's, 1965), p. 165: 
11The chief evidence for a Hellenistic provenance is the anti-
thesis crap.; I 'JtVeup.a." .Also Friedrich Hahn, Christologische 
Hoheitstitel ("Forsohungen zur Religion und Literatur des 
Alten und Neuen Testamentes," 83. Heft; G8ttingen: Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht, 1963), p. 256. 
220 
nation of the existence of the individual beyond death, with 
emphasis on man's responsibility to keep pure the spirit with 
which God has endowed him. Schweizer1 concludes that Rom. 1: 
3-4 not only designates Christ to be the Lord of both spheres 
but it also presents Christ's two modes of existence in craps 
2 
and ~veu~a , to which his two natures are subsequently as-
cribed. 
Schweizer assesses the ~ppearance of the primitive 
formula at the beginning of Romans to be '*der Rffckgriff auf 
ein Bekenntnis • • , das den Schreiber mit der gesamten 
Christenheit verbindet."3 It is reasonably sure that craps-
4 nveu~a christology was already a widely accepted pattern 
of the kerygma in the Hellenistic-Jewish Christian communit1es5 
by the time Paul wrote Romans. When Paul appeals to the simi-
1
"Rl:fm. 1:3f," p. 189. 
2Ibld., p. 189: "aus einem Nacheinander ein Miteinander. 11 
3~., p. 180; Funk, Language, pp. 283-84. 
4see Schweizer~ "RBm. 1 :3f., u p. 180, for other argu-
ments which establish the pre-Pauline character of Rom. 1:3-4. 
In contrast to this formula, the craps - nveu~a antithesis in 
Paul's discussion represents predominantly the antithesis bet-
ween sinful man (and his act) and the holy God (and his act). 
See ibid., pp. 181-83. 
-
5Hahn (op. cit., pp. 251-59) contends that the formula 
in Rom.1~b-4 as a whole stems from the Helleniatic-Jewish 
church. Fuller (op. cit., pp. 165-66) attributes ~v 6uva~el 
to Paul and the cr~ps - nveu~a antithesis to the Hellenistic 
church which added it to the Palestinian formula. Similarly 
werner Kramer, Christ, Lord, Son of God, trans. Brian Hardy 
("Studies in Biblical Theology," No. 50; London: s. c. M. 
Press, 1966), pp. 108-11. 
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lar kerygmatic pattern in II Cor. 13:4a, he stands firmly on 
the recognized christological ground. 
While the pattern of the pre-Pauline enthronement 
christology formulated in the death-resurrection antithesis 
is clearly felt in 1,3 :4a, the formulated expression of that 
antithesis is thoroughly Pauline in contrast to Rom. 1:3b-4 
where non-Pauline expressions are left untouched. 1 This is 
seen firstly in the antithesis of ~~ ao9€VeLa~ - ~x ouva~e~~ 
and secondly in ~~aup~en - ~~-
The modification Paul performs in 13:4a from xa~d 
oapxa to ~~ ao9€V€ ta~ and ( ~v OUVU~e L ) xa~a. 'ItVeUIJ.a dytw-
oovn~ to b<. ouva~e~~ eeo\5 is not difficult to comprehend. 
In the Old Testament as well as in the New, acre& veL a is re-
, 2 garded as the basic nature of oap~ • This innocent inter-
change of the theologically pregnant anthropological terms in 
13:4a, however, considerably affects the thological orientation 
to the oap~ - 1tVeUIJ.a christology. The crap~ - nveuiJ.a anti-
1 ex oner,~a~o~ ~auto, d.yu.uoovn~, dpto9ev~o~. 
See Schweizer, 'R8m. 1, 3f.," p. 180. 
2 . . . 
See T. W. N. T., VII, pp. 105-23. Especial~ Rom. 
6:19: avep~1tlVOV Ae~ ota ~~v doeivetav ~~~ oapxo~ UIJ.WV. 
Mk. 14:38: ~craps acr8ev~~ • For this passage, see Schweizer, 
11R8m. 1 ,3f., ' pp. 188-89; Karl Georg Kuhn, ttNew Light on Tempta-
tion, Sin, and Flesh in the New Testament,~ in Krister 
Stendahl (ed.), The Scrolls and the New Testament (N.Y.: 
Harper, 1957), pp. 94=113. Ct. also Gal. 4:13: ot' doeeve tav 
~~~ oapxo~ where physical ailment is probably meant. weak-
ness as the basic characteristic of humanity is prominent in 
Hebrews, ct. Heb. 4:15,5:1,7:28 •. 
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thesis in Rom. 1:3-4 refers primarily to two spheres, 1 for 
xa~a oapxa could not have conveyed the instrumental sense 
in that context. In contrast to xa~a o6.pxa in Rom. 1 :3b, 
ls d.oeeve iac; does not signify primarily the sphere of craps. 
Nor does lx ouva~ewc; primarily correspond to the sphere of 
nveu~a •2 As G~ttgemanns affirms rightly, the unusual sig-
nificance of lx is correctly understood only when d.aeeve&a 
and o6va~&c; are considered as the logical subjects of the 
crucifixion and resurrection respectively. 3 G~ttgemanns, 
however, attributes the christological formula of 13:4a ex-
clusively to the gnostic christology. He writes: 
das in der Gnosis die d.oeeveta gewissermassen die 
d~monische Negation g8ttlicher Macht 1st, also selber 
e1ne Macht darstellt ••• Die Kreuzigung Jesu 1st 
eine4Akt einer dMmonischen Macht, deren Wesen doeevela 1st. 
Gdttgemanns 1 contention to confine the es ao8eveiac; - lx 
ouv6.~ewc; antithesis in the gnostic provenance is difficult 
to maintain. In Pauline thought structure, the antithesis 
of death-life or of tleah-spirit are formulated in both cate-
gories of "sphere" and ",power. u5 It is possible to present 
1schweizer, 11R8m. 1, 3f.," p. 187; Fuller, op. cit., 
p. 165; Hahn, op. ci\., pp. 252, 253, 256. 
2Against Windisch, 2. Korinther, p. 418, who inter-
prets the antithesis in terms of two spheres. 
3Gdttgemanns, op. cit., p. 149. 4Ibid., p. 151. 
ST. w. N. T., VI, 423,428,431. 
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the idea of two spheres without the implication of power, as 
seen in Rom. 1:3, but it is not easy to suppose the idea of 
power without the sphere in which it manifests itself. Thus, 
crap~ is the sphere or man, 1 in which crap~ ' when regarded as 
power, manifests itself. So in Gal. 5:17, crap~ is presented 
almost "wie eine von aussen komm.ende Macht. "2 crape;: as power 
is conceivable only with the premise that there is object or 
sphere in w~h its effectiveness as power is real1zed.3 To 
be sure, the sphere of man is not the necessary presupposition 
for the concept of nveu~a in the New Testament. Neverthe-
4 less, ~veu~a as God's gift to man presupposes the giver 
whose power, according to Paul, is now being extended and 
whose domain (sphere) is now reaching man. 5 Therefore, 
l~aup@en l~ dcreeveia' cannot be interpreted in terms or 
&creeveta as power in exclusion of dcreeveta as sphere. 
1 T. W. N. T • , VI I , 1 27 • 
2schwe1.zer1 . "R8m. 1, 3f., 11 p. 183. 
3While Gdttge~a~s rejects .Windisch's interpretation 
of tc;; dcreeveia<; .as 11Per1ode der Schwiche," Gl2ttgemanns' con-
tention of crap~ as ~ower is drawn from the gnostic supposi-
tion in which gap~ was given "ausschliesslich in dar 1rd1-
s~hen sarx-Sph!re ihren Platz.~ Oi• cit., p. 150. Here also 
crap~ as sphere is a premise or aap~ as power. 
4Ernst Kilsemann, "Geist und Geistgaben 1m NT," in 
R. G. G., II, cola. 1271-78. 
5cf. T. w. N. T., VI, 416, 424. For the church as 
the sphere of the spirit, see T. w. N. T., IV, 395, 423, 432. 
See T. w. N. T., VI, 414, for the relevance of I Tim. 3:16 
to the problem under discussion. 
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daeeveta as sphere is implicit in daeeveta as power. Sig-
nificant 1n 13:41 is that here Paul emphasizes strongly 
daeeveta as power. This is shown in his use of t~aupwe~. 
Death is the ultimate expression of that power1 which has 
dominated the creation until the resurrection or Jesus. It 
is evident already in the Old Testament that death is con-
ceived as the ultimate designation or weakness and as the 
absolute opposition or lite. 2 One may thus paraphrase 13:4a 
as follows: Because or3 the power or daeeveta he was cruci-
fied {in the sphere or daeeveta ). The subJusation of Jesus 
to daeeveta , i. e. death, on tbe cross brings this christo-
logical fo~ula very close to the line of thought represented 
in the interpretive element 1n the pre-Pauline christological 
pattern such as is evident in Phil. 2:8 and I Cor. 15:3 (es-
pecially the unep phrase). Both Phil. 2:8 and I Cor. 15:3 
app.ar in the kerygmatic context or Jesus' death and resur-
rection, with which II Cor. 13:4a also completely conforms. 
One may conclude: in II Cor. 13:4a the crap~ -
1 or. I Cor. 15:26,54b,55. For the idea ot death as 
power, see Reitzenstein, op. cit., p. 343; T. w. N. T., III, 
16-17. 
2Death as state: ll" •'i ~ "';! as a designation ot the 
dead. ,(Is. 14:9-10,26:14, Ps. 88:4,11 ); Death as power: Hosea 
13:14. or. Johs. Pedersen, Israel ~ts Life and Qult~re, I-II (London: Oxford University Preas, 1 26), pp. 153, 1~; 
T. W. N. T., II, 846. 
3Bauer (Arndt-Gingrich), op. cit., p. 234. 
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1fv.d5l-La christology which designates the two spheres of 
Christ's existence in terms of enthronement is conjoined with 
that element in the kerygma which attempts to interpret the 
death and resurrection of Jesus. One may even say that while 
the power-motif of the &.oeeve La - o6val-L l<;. antithesis is 
strongly emphasized in v. 4a, the sphere-motif of the craps -
~veul-La antithesis in the pre-Pauline formula recedes into 
background. 
iii. The Relationship of II Cor. 13:4 
to the Weakness Issue 
That Paul modified the traditional formula in accord-
ance with the polemical situation peculiar to II Cor. 10-13 
is clearly seen in the antithesis of ls aaeeveta<;. and tx 
ouval-Leoo<;. • As Windisch points out, three sentences (v. 3, 
4a, 4b) are constructed on the basis of the "weakness-power•• 
antithesis. 1 In response to the Corinthian demand which is 
formulated in the weakness-power antithesis, Paul accommodates 
that antithesis and applies it to the well recognized christo-
logical formula. The Christ o<;. aoeevei , who manifests him-
self in Paul's apostolic existence, corresponds to the one 
who is crucified because of the power of &.aeevela. There-
fore, Paul contends, his apostolic existence in the earthly 
reality is not the epiphany of the one who ~~ ex ouvalJ.eW<;., 
1windisch, 2 •. Korinther, p. 417. 
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which the Corinthians wish to witness, but the epiphany of 
that ministry and obedience which characterizes Jesus the 
crucified. Paul's apostolic existence, therefore, depicts 
submission in obedience and in suffering. The theologia 
crucis not only unites the o[xooo~~ principle and apostolic 
suffering1 but also becomes the christological ground of 
Paul's apostolic existence. 2 Here again, one sees the shift 
in the evaluation of dcreeveia from the Corinthian postion3 
to which Paul refers in v. 3b. acreevela, which is blameworthy 
and contemptible in the eyes of the Corinthians, receives the 
kerygmatic sanction. Paul declares: xat yap ~~ei~ dcreevou~ev 
ev au~~-
1 In this sense, the theologia crucis may be said to 
be a Pauline presupposition already in his defense of his 
weakness in 11:23-31,12:5-10. Seen from the polemical per-
spective, however, the foolish speech of 11:16-12:10 as a 
whole does not refer to the theologia crucis. Therefore, as 
has been suggested earlier, the lack of the theologia crucis 
in 11:21-31,12:5-10 is due to Paul's conscious suppression 
of it for the reason that the category (i. e. boasting in 
terms of the Corinthian Pneumatikertum) which Paul adopts 
there for hie polemical purpose is not compatible with the 
theologia crucis. 
2In II Cor. 4:7-15 Paul discusses hie apostolic min-
istry in the frame of reference distinctively draw.o from 
Jesus' death. The immediate context of II Cor. 4:7-15 deals 
with the concept of revelation. cr. Ldhrmann, op. cit., pp. 
65-66. Although it is certain that Paul raced the same oppo-
nents who stood behind the conflict situation of II Cor. 10-
13, dcreeveLa as the polemical issue does not enter in Paul's 
discussion in II Cor. 4:7-15. For recent discussions on this 
passage, see Scbmithals, Gnoais, pp. 152-54; Georgi, Ge~ner, 
pp. 186-89; Gdttgemanna, op. c!t., pp. 94-124; Tannehil , 
op. cit., pp •. 84-90. 
3The reversal of the scale of value is already dis-
cernible in Paul's discussion of the e£owAo8u~o~ in I Cor. 
8-10. See pp. 95-96 above. 
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Paul's modification of the pattern of the kerygma 
for his polemical purpose is also evident in the contrasting 
tenses as seen between ~crtaup~8T) and ?.;;1] • Attributing 13:4 
to Paul's polemical argument, Georgi asserts: 11Auch hier sind 
far Paulus Kreuzigung und Erh8hung zwe1 verschiedene Ex1stenz-
we1sen Christi, die zunRchst in einem strengen Nacheinander 
1 
stehen." The ~mphatic stress on the discontinuity of the two 
modes of Christ's existence by Paul, Georgi contends, reflects 
his alleged counter-contention against his opponents' view 
regarding the earthly Jesus, according to which "man von der 
. 2 
e1nschne1denden Bedeutung des Kreuzes nichts wissen wollte." 
For this reason, Georgi argues, Paul can speak of the ~~D 
only in reference to the resurrected Christ.3 Robinson, 4 
finding himself in agreement with Georgi, suggests that in 
II Corinthians the kerygma serves as the corrective to the 
"falseu (so far as Paul is concerned) tradition of Jesus. In 
other words, Paul turns to the crap~ - nve: up.a. chris to logy to 
refute the 8e:lo~ avDp christology. 
The position taken by Georgi and Robinson is not en-
1Georg1, Gesner, P•. 294. 2Ibid. 
}Georgi writes (ibid., p, 294): "um des Kreuzes willen 
gilt fdr den Christen no~ie acr8eve:ta. ala sichtbare 
W1rkliahke1t. Die Auferstehungsw1rkl1chkeit, die ~WD , wird 
fHr una erst in der Zukunft sichtbar, 1st einstweilen nur im 
Glauben an den Auferweckten gegenwRrtig.'* 
4
"Kerygma and History, 11 p. 144. 
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tirely satisfactory. As has been argued in the previous sec-
tions, (1) the Corinthians' demand is entirely directed to the 
proof of the pneumatic Christ (13:3) and (2) in response to 
that demand Paul appeals to the well recognized pattern of 
the kerygma, though in so doing he modifies it significantly 
(13:4a). These two findings do not accommodate the thesis 
which Georgi and Robinson set forth; (1) 13:3-4 has primarily 
little to do with the conflicting traditions about Jesus, and 
(2) the kerygma does not serve as Paul's corrective to his 
opponents' estimate of the earthly Jesus. 
In order to gain a proper perspective for the exegeti-
cal problem posed by 13:4, one must return to the immediate 
context of 13:3-4 as a whole, namely the christological de-
fense of Paul's apostolic existence in terms of the aoeevela 
issue. It is readily seen in the pre-Pauline creedal formulae 
that the affirmation regarding the resurrection of Jesus is 
cast in the aorist or perfect tense: 1 ~00 oplo8ev~o~ uioo 
eeoo ~v OUVclj..LE l (Rom. 1 :3); 0 eeo<; au~ov U'ITEpu\jfwaev (Phil. 
2:9); ey~ye~aL (I Cor. 15:3). As Paul formulates the con-
trast between the one who e~aupooe~ €~ aaeeveta<; and the one 
1see Kramer, o~. cit., pp. 28-32. In comparing Rom. 
10:9b with I Cor. 15:4 , he is or the opinion (p. 20) that 
"the aorist • • • is more original, prescribin§ simply an 
avant which happened and now lies in the past. The use or 
the aorist or perfect is consistent in what Kramer calls 
pistis-formula, i. e. the primitive creedal formula which 
consists of the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ. 
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who ~~ ex 5uva~ew~ 8eou , he stresses that the one who ~ 
cruc1f1ed1 because or weakness was not only raised from the 
dead by the power of God but lives now because of the power 
or God. The one who was subjugated to the power or weakness 
is E£! the Lord of life by virtue or God's power. 2 The sig-
nificance or the difference in tense lies in the continuity 
of Jesus the crucified and Christ the l1v1ng. 3 The point to 
which Paul appeals, then, is this continuity which underlies 
the two modes of Christ's existence. Understood in this sense, 
Paul's modification of the kerygmatic pattern serves his po-
lemical purpose effectively. The christological affirmation 
of his apostolic existence can be convinc1ngly4 grounded in 
that his apostolic existence is truly5 parallel to the Lord 
who was crucified but now living. This parallel, however, 
has to be qualified by the time-lag. As Christ ~ in 
1Paul's "extra emphasis to the statement about the 
death [of Jesus]·." Kramer, op. cit., p. 29, n. 38 • 
. 
2As G~ttgemanns asserts rightly (o~. cit., p. 147, 
n. 29), .. kommt es Paulus den Gegnern gegen ber gerade daraur 
an, dass·der 1rd1sche Jesus jetzt Herr 1st, dass also der 
irdische Jesus und der himmliche Kf.r1os nicht durch Kreuz 
und Auferweckung zerrissen warden. 1 For G~ttgemanns' cr1t1• 
cism of Georgi's position, seep. 208 above. 
3A striking contrast can be seen when one compares 
13:4a with Rom. 14:9: Xpt~o~ aneeavev xat ~~~oev. In the 
latter, the event as the past fact is stressed. 
4 xa1 yap (13:4a). Windisch (2. Korinther p. 418) 
interprets this double conjunction "denn wirklich.~ 
5 xai yap (13:4b). 
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weakness and lives now in power, so are we now in weakness 
- . -
and will live in power. The parallel, on the side of Paul's 
apostolic existence, is not yet effectuated in its entirety; 
it consists of fulfilment in the present and assurance in the 
future. The continuity between the one who was crucified and 
the one who is living guarantees the future reality of the 
apostolic existence in power. Therefore, it is not the dis-
1 
continuity between "zwei verschiedene Ex1stenzwe1sen Christi" 
but the continuity of the crucified to the risen that veri-
fies and affirms Paul's apostolic existence. 2 That the con-
tinuity from the crucified Jesus to the risen and now living 
Lord has already taken place assures the continuity of the 
1see pp. 207-208, 227 above. 
2This assertion is not intended to discredit Georgi's 
reconstruction of the Corinthian theology. (To say the least, 
the problem of the Corinthian theology in II Corinthians is 
not yet settled.) It is only to show that the immediate 
point of Paul's contention is drawn from the interpretation 
of his apostolic existence in terms of the kerygma, not from 
his view concerning the earthly Jesus which has to be dif-
ferentiated from that of the opponents. 
Georgi's nypothesis concerning the different views 
about Jesus becomes relevant, onlf when one goes a step further 
back and ventures to ask how Paul s understanding of that 
kerygma would have affected his view of the earthly Jesus. 
If one assumes that Paul's opponents' theology maintained the 
unity of the earthly Jesus with the pneumatic Christ, the 
implied criticism of Paul, which may be drawn from 13:4, would 
not be his insistence in the discontinuity between two modes 
of Christ (e. g. the adoptionist christology) but his asser-
tion of the ,.correct" understanding of the continuity between 
the two modes of Christ in terms of the theologia crucis against 
the "false" understanding of the unity of the two modes in 
terms of ee 'roc; d.vf)p. ·· 
present apostolic existence es aaeeve1a~ to the future 
apostolic existence lx ouva~£~~ eeou. 1 
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The polemical point Paul wishes to make is not only 
that his apostolic existence is a true parallel to the mode 
of existence of the earthly Jesus, 2 but to affirm that this 
parallel leads to a corresponding parallel to be realized 
in the future. His polemical argument becomes effective only 
on the strength of his assurance of the future parallel which 
will take place. The Corinthian demand of the proof of the 
Christ o~ oux ao9evei aAAa ouva~ei cannot be met with the 
correspondence of ~~ei~ aaeevou~ev ev au~~ with ~~aup~8D 
ls ao9eveia~, but only with the corresponding parallel of 
s~OO~E:Y eYJ au~~ ~X OUYU~£~ 9eoU With ~~ ex OUYU~E~ 9eou. 
The argument which Paul formulates in 13:4 may be shown 
graphically thus: 
Past Present 
(.A ) e~aup~GT) ----+ (B) ~li lx OUYU!J.EW~ 
es aaeeve ta~ ---- eeou ' 
r ------,----.. 
(c) ~~e;i~ aaeevou~ev -----_.(D) 
ev a.u~ii> ~-----
1cf. Gdttgemanns, op. cit., p. 153. 
2so Robinson, "Kerygma and History, " p. 144. 
3p46 D* 33 e. See p. 233 n. 4 below. 
Future 
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The solid line indicates fulfilment, and the broken line 
assurance. There are two sets of parallels: (a) A-B C-D, 
and (b) A-C B-D, both of which are held together by the "con-
tinuity" of A-B. Paul's theologia crucis forms the circle 
(1) C-B-A-C, which is corroborated by another cirlce (2) c-
B-D-C. By A-B and A-C Paul affirms his apostolic existence 
in the eschatological present (C-B). The confirmation of the 
affirmation which he makes by A-B and A-C is his absolute con-
fidence in the truth of B-D of the circle (2) which shares 
C-B with the circle (1). The key factors which hold together 
these two sets of parallels and two circles are C-B and A-B, 
which meet at B. In this sense, B constitutes the pivot of 
Paul's interpretation of apostolic existence. This finding 
illuminates Paul's understanding of 13:3 and its relationship 
to 13:4a. One is justified in asserting that Paul shares with 
the Corinthians the theological importance of the Christ who 
~~ ex 5uva~ew~ eeoG as the constituent factor upon which 
apostleship is to be validated. For this reason, the Corin-
thian demand to which Paul refers in 13:3 represented a funda-
mental questioning of the validity of his apostolic existence. 
Facing the seriousness of the situation, Paul responds to 
them with an appeal to the pattern of the kerygma. Also in 
so doing, he defends the validity of his apostolic existence 
in terms of the inseparability of the one who t~aupwe~ l~ 
233 
~creeveta~ from the one who ~~ex Ouva~e~~ eeou. 1 
The apostolic existence thus defended and validated 
is directly turned to the Corinthians as Paul adds et~ u~u~. 
It seems quite clear that et~ u~a~ in v. 4b echoes the same 
phrase in v. 3. 2 Paul's impending visit is by no means to be 
excluded from that future in which his claim,. ~-f)oo~ev lv au1:4} 
ex Buva~e~~ eeou , will be realized. In the oontext of threat 
and warning, he presents two aspects of' his apostolic exist-
ence, acreevou~ev ev ao"t"~ and ~1}cro~ev lv ao"t"4) , 4 as it were 
in double exposure. As he turns to the Corinthians with the 
addition of' et~ u~a~ ' he declares that the manifestation of 
power in his apostolic existence does not lie in a distant 
indefinite future but will be shown in all its concreteness 
1Bornkamm writes (R. G. G., V, col. 176): "Doch be-
gegnen solche Traditionen [the traditional formulae] bei 
P. nicht wie hl. Texte mit einem autoritativ vorgegebenen 
Wortlaut, sondern stets eng mit dem Kontext verwoben, auch 
frei variiert, erg~nzt und interpretiert • • • Schon des-
halb darf' das urgemeindliche Kerygma bei P. nicht ala norma-
tive apostol1chen Parados1s verstanden und dem Evangelium 
vorgeordilet warden. 11 
2windisch, 2~ Korinther, p. 419. 
3ev signifies, according to Gllttgemanns (oE• cit., 
p. 153), 11die MachtsphMre, die durch den Tod und die &creeveta 
des Gekreuzigten geschaffen wurde. •• 
4The reading a6v ma~ well be a later correction which 
transfers the locality of' ~1}cro~ev to the heavenly sphere. 
If' one adopts the nuance of' ev which GHttgemanns suggests, 
lv with ~1}cro~ev would mean the sphere of power which became 
manifest with the resurrection of Jesus. 
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as he comes to them. 1 The transition of the spheres in the 
aap.s - 'ltV&U!J.a christology is foreshortened and almost co-
existent in Paul's apostleship. 2 
1For this reason, Windisch (2. Korinther, p. 419) 
regards e t<; U!J.a<; ·as ttdie Beziehung auf die Gegenwart." Cf. 
Tannehill, op. cit., p. 99. 
2In Rpm. 1 :3b-4 Schweitzer detects the shifting pro-
cess from the Nacheinander in regard to sphere to the Mitein-
ander in regard to nature ( "R8m. 1 , 3f., " p. 189). In his 
recent article "Dying and Rising with Christ," N. T. s., 14 
(1967), he classifies the latter half of 13:4a as an eschato-
logical .formula (p. 2). But this formula, he asserts, "is 
buttressed by I Thess. v. 10," which he interprets thusa 
"whether we are living or dead, we are 'with Christ', because 
he has died for us. If this be so, Paul, as early as I These., 
extended the meaning of the formula 'to be with Christ' from 
describing the apocalyptic life after the parousia even further 
back than in iv 14: namely to a description of the period bet-
ween death and parousia and even to that of the earthly life 
of the Christian" (pp. 2-3) • .Also of. Gtlttgemanns, op. cit., 
p. 152, n. 60, where he refers to Schlatter, Paulus der Bote 
Jesu, p. 677. Schweizer's interpretation comes very near to· 
what is meant by the variant reading ev ' which is adopted in 
this dissertation. 
A variation in this foreshortening process is seen in 
another aspect of Paul's interpretation of his ministry: "we 
are glad when we ar' weak ( ~aeevoo!J.&V ) and you are strong 
( U!J.&l<; oe ouva~oi D~& )tt (II Cor. 13:9). The apostolic suf-
ferin~, wlthin which the·injustice Paul suffers from the 
&aeeve~a issue is also included (II Cor. 11:29), has yielded 
the life-giving power among the Corinthians. Since this inter-
pretation o.f apostolic ministry is christologically grounded, 
it is interesting to observe the foreshortening process which 
occurs between it and the christological formula. In the pre-
Pauline formula death and life are set in temporal sequence 
(See, Kramer, op. cit., pp. 28-32), but Paul contemporises them 
in his interpretation of apostolic ministry. This forshorten-
ing process is not particular to 13:9. It is clearly expressed 
already in I Cor. 4:10,II Cor. 4:12. No~the difference in 
the term used, however. II Cor. 13:9: ouva~oi , I Cor. 4:10: 
laxupot • ouva~ot is much more pneumatically oriented. This 
foreshortening is more explicit in II Cor. 4:12: "so death is 
at work in us but life in you. •• One is tempted tG see Paul's 
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The purpose or Paul's threat is not merely to vindi-
cate his apostleship but to effectuate the introspection or 
the Corinthians (13:5). Furthermore, his call to introspec-
tion is followed by a benediction (13:11-14). The apostolic 
threat thus is at the same time a call to repentance, a call 
to God's grace. 1 The Corinthians are not to be misled into 
seeing in Paul mere weakness, but are to see the true paral-
lel to the crucified Jesus. This, however, is only half of 
what Paul conveys in 13:4. Not only is his apostolic min-
istry parallel to the earthly Jesus, but the life-giving 
power of God is manifest through it at the same time. By re-
cognizing these parallels and the continuity of the crucified 
Jesus to the risen Lord, the Corinthians are to realize the 
paradoxical epiphany2 or the exalted Lord in Paul's apostolic 
modification of the traditional humiliation-exaltation motif 
in this process. His interpretation, however, originated 
probably not from his theological reflection on the humilia-
tion-exaltation motif as such, but from the empirical ground, 
for this thought process is closely associated with the cata-
logue of sufferings {I Cor. 4:10-13, II Cor. 4:8-10). See 
Tannehill, op. cit., pp. 84-87. 
1 . 
cr. KMsemann, ttsiftze heiligen Rechtes," pp. 73-74. 
2GHttg~manns wrlt~s (op. cit., p. 153):"Die Korinther 
aollen alsa bel dem dritten Besuch des Paulus die erwartete 
christologische Epiphanie erhalt~n. Aber diese Epiphanie des 
in seinem Apostel redenden Xp1~o' wird gerade den Ge-
kreuzisten mit seiner jetzt noch unter der &oeeveta -vir-
borgenen li6vap.t' ala Xp LO't'O~ offenbaren." Paul' a modifi-
cation of the kerygmatic pattern becomes apparent, if one 
compares G~ttgemanns' statement with Hahn's comment on ev 
ouv6.p.e' of Rom. 1 :4. Hahn says (op. cit., p. 255): "so be-
steht durchaus die M8glichkeit, das tv ouv6.p.el mit dem 
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patience, his dcreevela, which has already borne fruits in 
none other than the Corinthians themselves (13:5-9). 
3. SWDilary 
The final and decisive detense of Paul concerning his 
weakness appears in 13:3-4. There is no trace of hesitancy 
nor restraint in his defense this time; it is carried out in 
confidence. The style of the final defense shows a striking 
contrast to that or the defense which comprises the central 
Gottessohnschaft korrespondieren m~sse, wohl aber derart, dass 
dar Erh8hte seine mess1anische Funkt1on 1m vollen Umfange 
schon jetzt ~berntmmt." The ker.Jgmatic pattern in 13:4 is 
modified as to when, where and how the divine power becomes 
manifest. In the context of the threat, it manifests itself 
in the present (e.g. in Paul's third visit), in him, and in 
the apostolic existence which is hitherto characterized "weak." 
The dialectic of 13:3-4 reveals not so much the effect ot the . 
kerygma upon Paul's view of the tradition about Jesus (Robinson, 
ttKerygma and History," f• 144) as the mutually affecting re-
lationship between Paul s interpretation ot apostolic exist-
ence and the kerygma. On the one hand, therefore, apostolic 
existence is verified by the kerJs-at1c pattern, and on the 
other hand the reality of apostolic existence in the eschato-
logical present affects the interpretation of that kerygmat1c 
pattern. Windisch is right when he says (2. Korinther, p. 
418), "die eigene Ertahrung best.t1gt das christologlsche 
Kerys-a und macht es begre1flich." However, the figure of 
Christ in the kerygma is not, strictly speaking, "vorbild 
Christi •• as Windisch asserts (1bid.), since the kerygma it-
self can be modified. It is important to note, then, ~1) 
that Paul's wrestling with his apostolic existence as destiny' (cr. I Cor. 9·:16-17) is the object as well as the subject of 
this dialectical relationship aDd (2) that this dialectical 
scrutiny is occasioned by the poleaical issue underlying II 
Cor. 10-13. Kramer writes (o~. cit., p. 62): "The link bet-
ween the p1st1s-formula and t e idea of apostleship is not 
an intrinsic one but is rather the product of the theological 
reflexion on Paul's part." 
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section of II Cor. 10-13. The reason for the change in style 
may be explained by both its context and its content. 
The context of 13:3-4 is the threat and warning of 
Paul's third visit to Corinth. He declares that the adminis-
tration of his apostolic authority will be executed in his 
coming visit, with the demonstration of the pneumatic Christ 
which the Corinthians demanded from him as the verifying evi-
dence of his apostleship. 
As the Corinthian demand to which Paul refers reflects 
the ohristological ground of apostleship, so he responds to 
it christologically. The legitimacy of his apostleship has 
fallen under suspicion, because the pneumatic Christ who 
manifests himself in Paul is "weak." In response to this 
suspicion, Paul first appeals to the well established kerygma-
tic pattern. For him, however, the kerygma is not simply the 
authoritative criterion by which his apostleship can be vali-
dated. On the one hand, Paul's understanding of his apostolic 
existence (II Cor. 10:8,12:19,13:10), the individuality of 
which he must have come to delineate more clearly through 
his deep involvement in the daily problems of the Corinthian 
church (cf. 11:28-29), affects his interpretation of the 
kerygma; and, on the other hand, his apostolic existence is 
presented as a true parallel to the ministry of Jesus Christ 
which he formulates in the kerygmat1c pattern. The 'tradi-
tional' kerygmatic pattern and Paul's understanding of his 
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apostleship are two foci which are kept in dialectical ten-
sion and which affect each other in the existential inter-
pretation of each. This dynamic relationship between the two 
is demonstrated in 13:4. Paul modifies the kerygmatic pattern 
cr~p~ - ~v£5~a to ~~ &aeeveia' - ~x Buv~~Ew' • In so doing, 
he transfers emphasis from the two spheres of Christ's exist-
ence to the two powers to which Christ was subjugated. Paul 
also modifies the factuality of the kerygmatic pattern in re-
gard to the death and resurrection which are formulated in 
the aorist or perfect tense according to the primitive creedal 
formulae. By contrasting ecr~aup~e~ and ~~ , he stresses not 
only the factuality but much more the continuity of Christ's 
existence from one power-sphere to another. With these modi-
fications of the kerygmatic pattern, Paul affirms the paral-
lel nature of his apostolic existence to the modes of Christ's 
existence. Paul, too, is subjected to two powers. While 
his apostolic existence in the earthly reality is character-
ized by weakness, God's power will be manifest in it in the 
future, precisely as the crucified Lord was not only raised 
by but lives by God's power. The continuity which God veri-
fied in the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ assures 
Paul's apostolic existence, now in weakness but in power in 
the future. 
Paul declares to the Corinthians that the power and 
authority of the pneumatic Christ will be made evident even 
in his third visit. This, however, may be accompanied un-
avoidably with the judgment or the pneumatic Christ, who will 
speak through Paul. What Paul hopes is not the necessity of 
delivering the word of judgment by which the pneumatic Christ 
is to be demonstrated, but the Corinthians' realization or 
the paradoxical epiphany of the exalted Lord in Paul's apos-
tolic existence (13:10). They are to see in his apostolic 
weakness the life-giving power of the exalted Christ which 
has already borne fruits in none other than themselves. 
CHAPTER VIII 
CONCLUSIONS 
1. Paul's weakness is the dominant polemical issue 
in II Cor. 10-13. It is not primarily a designation of a 
physical malady which Paul might have had, even though, ac-
cording to Paul's idea of weakness, such a malady is not ex-
cluded from it. 11Weaknessu was the term which the Corinthians 
used for the purpose ot characterizing Paul's apostleship, 
and only in this sense did it become a polemical issue. 
It seems well established that Paul's opponents in 
Corinth highly esteemed pneumatic demonstrations. It is not 
certain, however, that Paul was regarded "weak,. because of 
his inability to perform them. His claim of equality with 
the so-called superlative apostles is supported with his re-
minder to the Corinthians of his previous ministry. His claim 
of gnosis is not made for the first time in II Cor. 10-13; 
it has been made plain to them in all things (11:6). "The 
signs of apostle" were indeed performed among them (12:12). 
The weakness which characterized Paul's apostleship 
had to do with his missionary principle, which cams to ex-
pression in his words, deeds and attitude. That Paul's weak-
ness, according to the Corinthians, was expressed in these 
concrete matters of daily apostolic existence is seen most 
clearly in the contexts of II Cor. 10:10 and 11:21a and can 
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be inferred from 10:2b,11:7-11,12:14-18. 
2. By examining I Cor. 8-10, one is able to under-
stand what sort of attitude the Corinthians might have re-
garded as a caricature of weakness. There were some Gentile 
Christians who could not take a clear-cut attitude toward the 
meat offered to idols. They were persuaded to avoid such 
meat, probably under the influence of Jewish Christians who 
maintained dietary restrictions which were given a Christian 
interpretation. Those Gentile Christians, however, were not 
Qonsistent in avoiding the meat offered to idols, because of 
their Gentile associations on the one hand and on the other 
hand the pressure from fellow "gnostic" Christians for whom 
it meant nothing to eat the meat offered to idols even at 
the festive table in a temple. The "gnostic" Christians 
called these vacillating fellow Christians 11weak 11 ones. The 
characteristic of uweakness" in this sense is indecisiveness 
and vacillation despite faith in Christ. 
3. In response to the Corinthians' request for Paul's 
advice concerning the problem of the meat offered to idols 
and the associated problem of the weak brother, he confirmed, 
strikingly enough, the position of the weak brother. For the 
sake of the conscience of the weak brother, he said, the 
gnostic Christians were to refrain from eating the meat offered 
to idols, if they were informed at the table that the meat 
they were about to eat had been offered to idols. Except 
for such occasions, Paul said, they were to eat meat wi.th no 
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questions asked as to ita origin. He justified this strik-
ingly flexible attitude on the dietary issue on the basis of 
his missionary principle "all things to all men. 11 11he funda-
mental principle of his missionary commission was upbuilding, 
not destruction. Any attitude which would destroy these 
weak ones must not be condoned. In so delineating his apos-
tolic advice on Christian conduct, he inadvertently made his 
apostolic existence vulnerable to the charge of weakness. 
The Yes-No principle which characterized the Corinthian con-
cept of weakness was also inherent in Paul's apostolic exist-
ence. 
4. Shortly after I Corinthians reached its destination, 
some Christian missionaries arrived at Corinth. As a conse-
quence of their ministry in Corinth, the relationship between 
Paul and the Corinthian congregation deteriorated again. In 
order to degrade the authority of Paul's apostleship, those 
missionaries took full advantage of the vulnerability of Paul's 
missionary stance. They accused Paul to the effect that his 
words, deeds and attitude were blameworthy and contemptible, 
lacking in power and authority. The proof of all this, it 
seemed to them, was clear in Paul's collection scheme. Ac-
cording to them; he had previously renounced his right to 
financial support but now was appropriating money for himself 
under the pretense of taking up a collection for the Christians 
in Jerusalem. 
The Corinthians' suspicion concerning Paul's motive 
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for the collection scheme was symptomatic of a far larger and 
more fundamental issue--the legitimacy of his apostleship. 
Whether or not Paul was openly censured by them in regard to 
the legitimacy of his apostleship is not certain (cr. II Cor. 
2:1,5,7:12). The fact that the weakness issue was not dis-
cussed in II Cor. 2:14-6:13 seems to suggest that it erupted 
quite dramatically during his so-called painful visit. In 
any event, he understood clearly that their suspicion of his 
weakness would implicate the fundamental issue of apostolic 
legitimacy. 
How seriously Paul's apostoleahip was questioned on 
account of the apparent indecisiveness--which the opponents 
assumed to be Paul's craftiness as well--inherent in his mis-
sionary stance is reflected in II Cor. 1:15-22. In the midst 
of the conciliatory tone he still felt it necessary to justify 
his apostolic stance with a profound christological statement 
(vv. 19-22). 
5. Paul responded to the Corinthian charge in a 
letter to them of which a fragment was to be preserved as II 
Cor. 10-13. In his polemical argument, he first affirms the 
enthusiastic spiritualism {Pneumatikertum) as the basic mode 
of apostolic existence. He claims his equal standing with 
his opponents (10:7,11 :6,12,23,12:1,11,12). The criterion 
for a true apostle is to be formulated within this pneumatic 
framework. The peculiarity of Paul's polemical argument lies 
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in the fact that while Paul had to reject the criterion 
maintained by his opponents, he was nevertheless forced to 
accommodate himself to that criterion, precisely because he 
would not negate the Pneumatikertum as the basic mode of apos-
tolic existence. Paul resolves this predicament by adopting 
foolish speech as the form of his polemic. His reluctant 
adoption of boasting as polemical form consequently leaves 
marks of restraint and sarcasm throughout his arguments. 
In his polemical arguments, Paul restates· the mis-
sionary principle of upbuilding as his apostolic commission 
(10:8,12:19,13:10). This commission is for him charisma. 
His words, deeds, appearance, and in fact the mode of apos-
tolic existence, which originates from this charisma, are to 
be regarded as the verifying evidence, not the disqualifying 
evidence, of his apostolic legitima~y. In fact, slander such 
as the Corinthians inflict upon him is an integral element 
in his apostolic suffering (11:29-30). Even his physical 
inconvenience, which he includes in his idea of weakness, 
becomes a channel of a divine revelation (12:7-10). This 
revelation legitimizes his apostolic stance which the Corin-
thians characterized as weak. Thus, the contemptible weak-
ness of Paul according to the Corinthians turns out to be 
the medium of the epiphany of the divine power. 
6. Paul asserts that his apostolic existence is 
marked by the earthly reality of the present. However, the 
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present in which his apostleship for upbuilding is commissioned 
by Christ is the eschatological present, which distinguishes 
itself from the past as well as from the future. It is the 
eschatological present in which God's power becomes manifest 
paradoxically in Paul's weakness. While sufferings have 
abounded as he pursues the path of his destiny as an apostle 
of Christ, at the same time the life-giving power of God has 
borne fruits in the fields of his labor. 
Not only is his apostolic existence a true parallel 
to the mode of existence of the earthly Jesus, but, by virtue 
of the continuity of the death of Jesus with his resurrection 
and his living existence in power, his apostolic existence 
is assured of its future, when God's power will be manifest 
through it. His time perspective is so foreshortened that, 
while he distinctively distinguishes the eschatological pres-
ent from the eschatological future, the effect of that future 
is already felt in the present. 
7. One may raise a few points of interest consequent 
to the results of this investigation: 
(i) Whether or mot it is adequate to view the con-
frontation between Paul and the Corinthians in terms of 
Corinthian spiritualism may be questioned. Paul affirmed 
the enthusiastic spiritualism, which was characterized by 
the gift of the spirit, as the basic category of apostolic 
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existence. He defended his apostolic authority within this 
framework. In this sense, the demonstrability of the pneuma-
tic Christ was not the issue (of. 13:3). That which Paul had 
to defend so vigorously was the kind of demonstrability which 
was for him inseparable from his apostolic commission. The 
way in which Paul demonstrated the pneumatic Christ was char-
acterized by the Corinthians as Paul's weakness. His words 
and conduct did not seem to convey the same authority and 
power as those of the missionaries newly arrived at Corinth. 
That the origin of the immediate polemical issue is to be 
sought in Paul's missionary stance may serve as a corrective 
to the anthropological or gnostic-ontological perspective 
from which the problem of Paul's weakness in II Cor. 10-13 
has been heretofore treated. 
(ii) If the above pro~osal is accepted, it has further 
implications. Most obvious among them is that it becomes more 
problematic to delineate the traces of Corinthian theology 
from Pauline theology in II Cor. 10-13. If Paul shared with 
his opponents the pneumatic category of apostolic existence, 
it is more difficult to extract from II Cor. 10-13 the pas-
sages which can be used as evidence for the contrast between 
the opponents' mode of existence and Paul's mode of existence. 
One can no longer be entirely confident that the Corinthian 
understanding of Christian or apostolic existence can be re-
cognized from such passages as 10:7,10:12,11:5-6,11:22-23, 
12:1-2,12. 
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In a given Pauline polemical argument one can dis-
cern four strata of understanding: (1) Paul's understanding 
of himself, (2) Paul's understanding of his opponents, (3) 
his opponents' understanding of Paul, (4) his opponents' under-
standing of themselves. In order to reach (4), the most 
judicious examination of (1), (2) and (3) is necessary, since 
no primary documents from the opponents themselves are extant. 
The primary concern of this investigation has been to con-
tribute to the clarification of (~) and (3) in regard to the 
weakness issue in II Cor. 10-13. 
(iii) Furthermore, it is highly likely that the con-
flict situation which underl!y ·· II Cor. 10-13 affected Paul 1 s 
understanding of himself. The polemic in which he was so 
forcefully engaged may well have resulted in a sharper defini-
tion of his apostolic existence. This is probably best in-
ferred from 13:3-4, where the dialectical relationship bet-
ween Paul's understanding of himself and the kerygma is dis-
cernible. It is noteworthy that in the process of mutual 
verification between Paul's apostolic existence and the kerygma, 
the interpretation of the traditional kerygmatic pattern is 
modified and at the same time the understanding of his apos-
tolic existence is defined more clearly on the christological 
ground than is done in his major defensive argument (11:23-
12:10). In this sense, it is not too much to say that the 
polemical perspective is indispensable to a proper understand-
ing of Pauline theology. 
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ABSTRACT 
The problem of this dissertation is Paul's weakness 
in II Corinthians 10-13 as the polemical issue upon which 
the legitimacy of his apostleship depended. In this investi-
gation, the Pauline polemic is regarded as the basic perspec-
tive from which both Corinthian theology and Pauline theo-
logical motifs are to be examined. The approach taken to the 
problem, therefore, is distinguished from attempts to recon-
struct Corinthian theology as well as from motif-research in 
Pauline theology. 
"weakness" in II Corinthians 10-13 was the term which 
the Corinthians used for the purpose of characterizing Paul's 
apostleship, and only in this sense did it become a polemical 
issue. This characterization of Paul originated from his 
missionary stance which was expressed in his words and con-
duct. Thougn his opponents in Corinth highly esteemed 
pneumatic demonstrations, it is not likely that Paul was re-
garded as weak because of his inability to perform them. His 
claim of equality with the so-called superlative apostles is 
supported with his reminder to the Corinthians of his pre-
vious ministry. 
An examination of I Corinthians 8-10 discloses a typi-
cally Corinthian concept of weakness prior to the eruption 
of the controversy over Paul's weakness. The weak brethr~n 
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in I Corinthians 8-10 were those who could not take a firm 
stand on the issue of meat offered to idols. While being 
persuaded to avoid such meat, they were not consistent in 
doing so because of their Gentile associations and the pres-
sure from the follow gnostic Christians. The characteristic 
of weakness in this case is indecisiveness and vacillation 
despite faith in Christ. Paul's advice to the Corinthians 
regarding this problem was striking in that he confirmed the 
position of the weak brother. He justified his advice on 
the basis of love and defended his flexible stance by his 
missionary principle "all things to all men." In so deline-
ating his stance, Paul inadvertently made his apostolic ex-
istence vulnerable to the charge of weakness. 
Shortly after I Corinthians was delivered, some 
Christian missionaries arrived at Corinth. In order to under-
mine Paul's authority, they took full advantage of the vulner-
ability of his missionary stance. Not only did they regard 
his flexible words and conduct as contemptible, but they 
viewed his collection scheme as concealing his craftiness. 
Paul responds to the Corinthian charge in II Corin-
thians 10-13. In his polemical argument, Paul claims his 
equality with his opponents and in so doing he affirms the 
pneumatic frame of reference within which his apostleship is 
to be legitimized. This recognition provides an important 
orientation for Paul's polemic. The contested issue was not 
whether·Paul could demonstrate the pneumatic Christ; it was, 
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rather, the way in which the pneumatic Christ was manifested 
through Paul. The opponents saw merely unconvincing evidence 
of Paul's apostleship in his words and conduct, while such 
words and conduct were for Paul inseparable from his apostolic 
commission. For this reason he repeatedly presents his 
apostolic commission as charisma. His adoption of foolish 
speech as the form of his major defense also reveals his pre-
dicament in having to defend the kind of pneumatic demon-
strability which was the mark of his apostleship while reject-
ing the demonstrability in which his opponents boasted•· .Accord-
ing to Paul, his weakness at which they took offense was the 
legitimizing, not the disqualifying, evidence of his apostle-
ship. In his very weakness, the epiphany of the divine power 
takes place. The purpose of Paul's polemic of II Corinthians 
10-13 lies in making the Corinthians realize this paradoxical 
manner of the epiphany of God's power in the eschatological 
present in which Paul was commissioned as apostle of Christ. 
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